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Preface 


The greatest commentary never written was undoubtedly that of Prof. Morris 
Zapp of Euphoric State University. In his own words: 


I began a commentary on the works of Jane Austen, the aim of which 
was to be utterly exhaustive, to examine the novels from every con- 
ceivable angle— historical, biographical, rhetorical, mythical, structural, 
Freudian, Jungian, Marxist, existentialist, Christian, allegorical, ethical, 


phenomenological, archetypal, you name it. So that when each commen- 
tary was written, there would be nothing further to say about the novel in 
question. 

Of course, I never finished it.! 


Rather than imitating the promethean project started by Prof. Zapp, any com- 
mentator must be subject to a strict self-denying ordinance, and focus only on 
particular aspects of the text. This is no less true with such a short book as 
the Gospel of Thomas. DeConick's commentary, for example, seeks to identify 
where the various sections of Thomas accrued in the compositional history of 
the work.? Nordsieck aims primarily to identify the extent to which particular 
sayings go back to the historical Jesus.? One approach which Valantasis adopts 
is a kind of post-structuralist reading of the text, emphasizing the playfulness 
and indeterminacy of Thomas.* 

The intention of the present commentary is different. The aim here is princi- 
pally to understand the meaning of the sayings of Thomas in its second-century 
historical context. That is, it elucidates the religious outlook of Thomas in the 


D. Lodge, Small World: An Academic Romance (London: Penguin, 1985), 24-25. Lodge based 


the character of Zapp on Stanley Fish. 
A.D. DeConick, The Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation: With a Commentary and New 


2 
English Translation of the Complete Gospel (LNTS 287; London/New York: T&T Clark Interna- 
tional, 2006). 

3 R. Nordsieck, Das Thomasevangelium: Einleitung—Zur Frage des historischen Jesus—Kom- 


mentierung aller 114 Logien (Neukirchen: Neukirchener, 2004). 

4 See К. Valantasis, The Gospel of Thomas (New Testament Readings; London: Routledge, 1997), 
c.g. 65, 179. He notes, for example, the need to exercise play in the interpretation of the parable 
here in the light of the lack of ‘interpretative direction provided either by Jesus or by the 
narrator’ (179). C.W. Hedrick, Unlocking the Secrets of the Gospel according to Thomas (Eugene, 
OR: Wipf & Stock, 2010), similarly emphasises the ambiguity of Thomas's parables. 
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setting in which it was composed.* This may sound like a standard approach of 
a commentary, but, as can be seen from the remarks above, commentators have 
not always focused on the actual meaning of the text. As Gagne has recently 
put it: ‘What has lacked in Thomasine research is inquiry into the meaning of 
the collection of sayings as a whole, and this for a plausible historical implied 
reader.^ This commentary is not concerned with the tradition history of the 
work, asking, for example, whether a saying in Thomas is more primitive than 
its parallel in the Synoptics.? (I have addressed à number of the issues about the 
compositional situation of Thomas in a recent monographis) It treats the final 
form of the text, an approach which is in part defended in the Introduction, 
which aims to argue for Thomas as a tolerably unified work which can legiti- 
mately be interpreted as such. The reasonable degrec of similarity between the 
Greek and Coptic texts is shown (Introduction, 8 2), and the reasonably coher- 
ent religious outlook of the work is set out (§ 10) in order to defend an approach 
based upon Thomas's relative consistency. Speculative theories about the pre- 
history of Thomas are also subjected to scrutiny (see Appended Note following 
$2). 

А few house-keeping matters are in order. The division of the text into 114 
sayings has for a long time been well established, and 1 have also followed 
the subdivisions of sayings adopted by the Berliner Arbeitskreis für koptisch- 
gnostische Schriften.? In the translation, I have used gender-inclusive language 
Where practicable, though in order to avoid cumbersome renderings, ОССа- 
sional masculine pronouns (‘he’, ‘him, 'his') have been necessary.!? When in 


[2] 


See the similar approach set out in R.M, Grant & D.N. Freedman, The Secret Sayings of Jesus 
А PERCY енк 1960), їй, This commentary is, however, very dated. 

agné, ^ ire and Meaning in Gos. Thom. 49 53. An Erotapokritie Teaching оп 

Identity and Eschatology’ in J. Schróter, ed. The Apocryphal Gospels within the Context of 

Iso idem, 


Е, - " 
| ш Christian Theology (Leuven Paris/ Walpole: Peeters, 2013), 23. 31 (24). C 
Jésus, la lumière et le Père Vivant. Principe de gémellité dans l'Evangile selon Thomas’, 
Apocrypha 23 (2013), 209-221 (211). 
A& i$ а ; Р 4 j i 
s Is an Important concern in U.K, Plisch, The Gospel of Thomas: Original Text with 
Commentary (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2008). 
J. Gathercole, The Composition of the Gospel of Thomas: Original Language and Sources 
(Cambridge: О 


NI 


Cambridge University Press, 2012). 

9 SUM the text of Thomas with these subdivisions in K. Aland, ed. Synopsis Quattuor Evange- 
liorum (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1996), 519 546. 

19 On inclusive language in translations, see R. Smith, tr. Aristotle: Prior Analytics (Indi- 
anapolis: Hackett, 1989), xxx-xxi; also, SJ. Patterson, ‘Introduction’ in J.S. Kloppenborg, 
M.W. Meyer, S.J. Patterson & M.G. Steinhauser, eds. Q-Thomas Reader (Sonoma, CA: Pole- 


PREFACE XI 


italics, Thomas refers to the work, the Gospel of Thomas; when not, Thomas 
refers to the disciple. References to the or a ‘Gospel of Thomas’ not italicised 
allude to patristic or other references in cases where the identity of the work 


is not clear (e.g. a possible reference to the Infancy Gospel of Thomas). Refer- 
ences to a ‘Gospel’ (capitalised) are to a written text; a ‘gospel’ is a preached 
message. Translations are my own, unless stated otherwise. A great deal of the 
interaction in the commentary is with my fellow adventurers in Thomasine 
commentary; for that reason, in the footnotes to the main body of the com- 
mentary, commentaries are referred to simply by their authors’ names (see 
Abbreviations). On the structure of the individual sections of the commentary, 


see Introduction, $10. 


bridge, 1990), 77-123 (78-79) 120-121); C.M, Tuckett, ed. The Gospel of Mary (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2007), 78-79. 
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CHAPTER 1 


Manuscripts' 


hic published a sketch of an eight-year- 


On 21 July, 1897, the London Daily Grap 
Sabr' Said, with an accompany!) 
Vhese ‘Logia’ were contained in th 1 | : 
Thomas to be discovered at Oxvrhynchus.? Halfa century atenacomplete Ор 
it short lacunae) of the work was discovered neat 


: legend, "The boy who found the 
old bo 5 © З 


А first of three Greek fragments of 
Logia’? Б 


tic text (albeit with frequent but sl 


1 Select Bibliography: B.P. Grenfell & AS. Hunt. eds. The Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part 1 (Lon- 

don: Egypt eda i т dee 1808), 121; B.P. Grenfell & AS. Hunt, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri 
E E ation Fund, 1898), 1 20 vai е 

4 22, 22-28; А. Guillaumont, H.-C. Puech, 


: | 

Part IV (London: Egypt Exploration Fund, 1904). | 

Со КЕТТ : : И | | Masih, The Gospel according to Thomas (Leiden: Brill, 1959): 
r Quispel. W. Till А ‘Abd al Masih. 


IA. Fitzmyer, ‘The Oxyrhynchus Logot of Jesus : 4 З 
TN 20 tasi sos 560 (bibliography: 556 560); M. Robinson ed. The Facsimile Edition of 
Ў 20 (1959), 505 560 ( graphy: 557 - 


the Nay Hammadi Codices. Introduction (Leide : E NAE Ү 
Codex I2 7. Together with XIII 2*. Brit. Lib. Or4926(). and P. Oxy. 1, 654, 655. Volume One: 
X [52 г. Together with NITE 2 7. = 


Gospel according to Thomas, Gospi ¢ E " s 
(NHS 20; The Coptic Gnostic Library: Leiden: Brill, 1989); H.W. Attridge, "Appendix: The Greek 
S2 ; inostic Library: 


Fragments; in Layton, ed А "T 

Fragmente apokryph gewordener Evangelien t griechischer und lateinischer Sprache (Mat- 

burg: Elwert 2990) об зї; LW, Hurtado, ‘The Greek Fragments of the Gospel of Thomas 
DE АС (106 аз; LW. 


and the Coptic Gospel according to Thomas; 
n: Brill, 1984); B. Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi 


according to Philip. Hypostasis of the Archons, and Indexes 


Naq Hammadi Codex IL2-7: Volume One, 95-128; D. Lithrmann, 
. Nac 


apyrus Oxyrhynchus 1, Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 


SEM » 
as Artefacts: Papyrological Observations en r . 
: бег & E 


) ied "rey, J. Sehr Popkes, eds. Das 5ё- 
654 and Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 655) in J. Frey, J pkes, eds. Das Thomas 


vangelium: Entstehung — Rezeption Theologie (BZNW 157; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008), 


У Emmel, ‘The Coptic Gnostic Texts as Witnes 
of Gnostic (and Other) Traditions, in Frey. Schréter & Popkes, eds. Das Thomasevangelium, 


19 esto the Propduction and Transmission 


33-49: A. Luijendijk, ‘Reading the Gospel of Thomas in the Third Century: Three Oxyrhynchus 
Papyri and Origen's Homilies’, in C. Clivaz & J. Zumstein, eds. Reading New Testament Papyri 


in Context (Leuven/ Paris/ Walpole MA: Peeters, 2011), 241-267. 
PJ. Parsons, The City of the Sharp-Nosed Fish: Greek Lives in Roman Egypt (London: Weidenfeld 
and Nicolson, 2007), 15. 

Гат grateful to the Bodleian Library (University of Oxford), the British Library, and the 
Houghton Library (Harvard University) for permission to examine the fragments. P. Oxy. 
IV 654 was examined on 22 December 2005 (with Dr Peter Williams); Dr Peter Head and 1 
Viewed Р. Oxy. 11 on 22 September 2008, and I examined the fragment again on 7 May 2013; I 
looked at P. Oxy. IV 655 on 25 November 2008, first with Prof. Larry Hurtado, and then with 
Drs Peter Williams, Peter Head, Dirk Jongkind and Tommy Wasserman. I am grateful to all of 
the above, without whom I would certainly not have noticed many of the interesting features 


of these fragments. 
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CHAPTER 1 


Nag Hammadi. This Coptic text is conventionally divided into 114 sayings, with 
a prologue at the beginning and a title (‘the Gospel according to Thomas’) at 
the end. This section will give an account of these four manuscripts iz se, and 
also explore whether they yield any information about the earliest reception of 


Thomas. 


1.1 Р. Oxy. І: (Bodleian Library, Oxford: Bodleian MS. Gr. th. e 7 (P)) 


In 1897, then, very early on in the excavation of the rubbish tip at Oxyrhynchus, 
the first fragment of Thomas was designated P. Oxy. 11, and also published 
separately under the title of Sayings of Our Lord ( AOVIA IHZOY).4 A photograph 
of the text was also printed, and images can now be found in a number of 
places.’ The fragment is a leaf from a codex, is numbered (page?) 11 and has 
writing on both sides. It is approximately 15 х 9.5cm in size,’ and is written 
in very easily legible uncial script.” There are some notable scribal practices. 
On the verso side, a filler mark is found at the end of line 3 (a diple, or *)' 
shape). Unlike the other fragments, P. Oxy. 11 contains a good number of 
‘nomina sacra’:? the forms ic (Il. 5%, 11% 1°% [restored], 95, 15', 20"), probably 


4 B.P. Grenfell & A.S. Hunt, eds. AOTIA IHEOY: Sayings of Our Lord (London: Egypt Exploration 
Fund, 1897); idem, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part 1,1 3. 

Plates of the recto and verso can be found in the front matter of Grenfell & Hunt, ЛОГТА 
IHEOY.See now A.E. Bernhard, Other Early Christian Gospels: A Critical Edition of the Surviving 
Greek Manuscripts (NTS ondon/ New York: Continuum/ T&T Clark, 2006), plates 2-3, 
and L.W. Hurtado, The Earliest Christian Artifacts: Manuscripts and Christian Origins (Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006), 239 (verso only). 


a 


6 Given what we now know about the size of Thomas, it is very likely that something else was 
copied before it in the codex. 

7 My measurement agrees with Hurtado, "he Greek Fragments, 21. Attridge, ‘Appendix: The 
Greek Fragments’, 96, gives the size as 14.5 ~9.5cm: Grenfell & Hunt, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri: 
Part 1,1, give 15» 9.7 ст. 

8 Hurtado, 'Greek Fragments 


9 This is not the place to engage in extended discussion about the purpose of ‘nomen sacrum’ 
forms. I am more persuaded by the view expressed in I.W. Hurtado, "Ihe Origin of the 
273 (659), that the aim of the nomina sacra 


Nomina Sacra: A Proposal, JBL 117 (1998), 655 
is clearly to express religious reverence, to set apart these words visually in the way they are 


written’ (though they also became simply part of the textual tradition). For some criticisms 
of Hurtado's view, see C.M. Tuckett, '*Nomina Sacra": Yes and No?' in J.-M. Auwers & HJ. de 
Jonge, eds. The Biblical Canons (BETI, 158; Leuven: Peeters, 2003), 431 458; idem, ‘Nomina 
Sacra in Codex Е, JTS 57 (2006), 487-499, Note further, Hurtado, Earliest Christian Artifacts, 
122—131, for criticism of Tuckett. 


MANUSCRIPTS 5 
9v (line 8*),!? лра (1. nY), avwv (l. 19*). апа хр (l. n") all appear. On five 
occasions а superlinear stroke replaces a nu at the end of a line (ll. 10*, 16*; 
uv, 67, 147). There is one instance of a diaeresis on initial upsilon (l. 19%), and 
one COIT 


ction (in l. ') of a non-standard spelling (cf. P. Oxy. IV 655, fragment 
а 1. 2). Scholars date the papyrus to somewhere between the late second to 
the end of the third century (see Table below).! Hurtado speculates that 'the 
smaller-size letters 


ind somewhat greater number of lines per page may signal 
that P. Oxy. I ı was copied more for personal reading/usage’ (i.e. than for 
public reading): furthermore, the scribal devices associated with manuscripts 
prepared for public reading are also absent. (On this question of the status 
of the Oxyrhynchus papyri, however, see the discussion in 81.5 below.) The 
fragment contains GTh 26-33 and the end of 77, but because none of this 
material is associated with the figure of Thomas, it was not thought initially to 
belong to what the Fathers had reported as the Gospel of Thomas (see further 
$3, Named Testimonia! below). 


1.2 Р. Оху. IV 654 (British Library, London: Pap. 1531) 


Grenfell and Hunt were so bowled over by the discovery of P. Oxy. 11 that they 
commented, in Volume 1 of the Oxyrhynchus Papyri series: ‘It is not very likely 
that we shall find another poem of Sappho, still less that we shall come across 
another page of the “Logia” '!!? Hence their remark several years later in 1904: 
'By a curious stroke of good fortune our second excavations at Oxyrhynchus 
were, like the first, signalized by the discovery of a fragment of a collection 
of Sayings of Jesus. The 1903 excavations, then, yielded a second fragment 
and the connection with the Gospel of Thomas now received some attention 
both because of the mention of Thomas in line 3, and because of the parallel 
with Hippolytus's reference to the Gospel of Thomas (see Introduction, $34 
and § 4.1, below). Grenfell and Hunt, however, still kept the two collections of 
sayings distinct, and, while they noted the possibility, they refused to enter into 
conjecture about whether P. Oxy. 11 and IV 654 were parts of the Gospel of 


10 See the discussion of the reading in the treatment of the text of GTh 27 in the commentary 
below. 

11 Hurtado, 'Greek Fragments; 22. 

12 Hurtado, 'Greek Fragments; 23, 24. 


13 Grenfell & Hunt, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part I, vi. 
14 Grenfell & Hunt, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part IV, 1. 


6 CHAPTER 1 


Thomas. (They still —like almost everyone else at the time — operated with the 
assumption that the Gospel of Thomas referred to by the church fathers was the 
Infancy Gospel.)'5 The text of P. Оху. IV 654 (with a photograph) is published 
as the first item in the fourth Oxyrhynchus Papyri volume.'^ On the back (or 
rather the front: the Greek of Thomas is on the verso), is a survey-list which 
Grenfell and Hunt use to date the text, but which has surprisingly never been 
published.!? The Thomas text is written in uncial script on a papyrus roll (in a 
hand remarkably similar to that of P22), and the fragment is 24.4 = 7.8 cm in size. 
3.3 44-5and 
5-6are each separated by a paragraphus, and іп the casesof GThà 2,2 3.4.5 
and 5-6— by a coronis as well. Diaereses mark off initial iota (1.14) and upsilon 
(Il. 13, 15, 167, 19, 21), albeit inconsistently. Hurtado judges that P. Oxy. IV 654 
is also a private copy for personal use, though this time not on the basis of the 


The only ‘nomen sacrum’ form is 1с (Il. 2, 27, 36), but GTh 1 2. : 


size of script, but because it is written on the back of a document, and is also a 
text of such poor quality: the scribe is inept (or at least careless) both in spelling 
and in consistent letter formation.!? Grenfell and Hunt dated the copy to ‘the 
middle or end of the third century’;2° Attridge agrees that it is later than Р. Oxy. 
11, though is more precise and dates it to the middle of the third century?! (See 
further the Table below.) The fragment contains sayings 1-7, with a great many 
lacunae.?? 


15 Н.В. Swete, "The New Oxyrhynchus Sayings: A Tentative Interpretation, ExpT 15 (1903 
1904), 488-495, commented that he considered P. Oxy. [1 and IV 654 to belong to ‘the same 
collection’ (488). By 1909, J.A. H. Michelsen, 'Uittreksels uit het Evangelie volgens Thomas; 
Teyler's Theologisch Tijdschrift з (1909), 214-233, had suggested that all three fragments 
came from a Gospel of Thomas. 

16 — Grenfell & Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part IV, 122, and Plate 1. Other photographs can be 
found in Bernhard, Other Early Christian Gospels, plate 1, and Hurtado, Earliest Christian 
Artifacts, 241. 


17 Grenfell & Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part IV, 1, comment that the survey-list is written ‘in 
a cursive hand of the end of the second or early part of the third century’ 

18 In technical parlance, the text is an 'opisthograph: Hurtado, ‘Greek Fragments, 29: 
almost certain that opisthographs represent economical copies of texts made for private 
reading and study ...’. 


‘Tt is 


19 Hurtado, ‘Greek Fragments’, 25, 26. In Hurtado's judgement, the quality of writing is not as 
good as is suggested by Grenfell and Hunt (25). 
20 Grenfell & Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part IV, \. 
zi Attridge, ‘Appendix: The Greek Fragments’, 97. 
22 Not much of saying 7 has survived here, however. See S.J. Gathercole, ‘A Proposed Reread- 
ing of P.Oxy. 654 line 41 (Gos. Thom. 7), НТК 99 (2006), 355-359. 
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1.3 P. Oxy. IV 
5М4367) 


(Houghton Library, Harvard: Houghton MS Gr 


This manuscript actually consists of eight fragments, discovered at Oxyrhyn- 
chus in the same season of excavations as was P. Oxy. IV 654 (i.e. 1903), and 
published immediately after the British Library fragment.?? The fragments, the 
largest of which is 12 * 8.3cm, come from another papyrus roll, with writing on 
the recto only.24 Two columns are visible, and the writing is an informal book 
hand. Fragment d is noteworthy because, though very small, it contains a cor- 
rection (by a later hand) in line 2, and a filler mark at the end of line 4 (as in 
P. Oxy. 11, a diple, or )' shape); there are no "nomina sacra’ in any of the frag- 
ments. Grenfell and Hunt judged the handwriting to date from the first half 
of the third century: though we should not assign it to the second century, it 
is not likely to have been written later than A.D. 250.5 (Since the dating of 
the Oxyrhynchus fragments 


specially P. Oxy. IV 655, because it is perhap: 


the earliest — is important for establishing a terminus ante quem for Thomas's 
composition, some representative opinions are set out in the Table below.) 
The handwriting is skilfully done, Hurtado comments, and the small size of 
script leads him to conclude, again, that this was very likely to have been a 
personal copy.?* The content corresponds to GTh 24 and 36-39: four of the frag- 
ments published by Grenfell and Hunt (two of which are now lost) cannot be 
placed.?? 


23 Grenfell & Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part IV, 22-28 (‘Fragment of a lost gospel’). For a 
detailed history of interpretation up to 1960, and comparison with the Coptic text, see 


К.А. Kraft, Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 655 Reconsidered, НТК 54 (1961), 253-262; for observa- 


tions on the material evidence, see Hurtado, 'Greek Fi ragment 


24 See Grenfell & Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part IV, plate П; also Bernhard, Other Early 
Christian Gospels, plates 4-5, and Hurtado, Earliest Christian Artifacts, 241. The best pho- 
tographs, however, are those available on the Harvard wel эце, at: http://pds.lib.harvard 
-edu/pds/view/7456399 (last accessed 2.9.2008). 

25 Grenfell & Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part IV, 23; Attridge, "Appendix: The Greek Frag- 
ments, 98, takes the same view. 

26 Hurtado, ‘Greek Fragments, 27, 28. 


27 For the text, see Attridge, ‘Appendix: The Greek Fragments; 125. 
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TABLE 1 Sample of dates assigned to the Greek fragments 
р 

Р. Oxy. I1 Р. Оху. ГУ 654 Р. Оху. IV 655 
Grenfell & Hunt 150-30028/I1I-III29 mid-late 11129 first half of pipi 
Votaw?? c. mid-III c. mid-III c. micl-IH 
Wessely? 150—300 I п 
Schneemelcher/ shortly after 200 end II/beginning IH Wo 

Jeremias** 

Kraft?5 before тма 
Титег36 I-II 
Roberts?” end II 
Attridge?5 shortly after 200 тіа-1 200 250 
Lührmann?? III I I 
Elliott? с. 200 Ш п 
Giversen*! first half of II first half of I 
28 Grenfell & Hunt, ЛОГГА IHXOY, 6: "The date therefore probably falls within the period 


29 
30 
31 
32 


33 


34 


35 
36 


37 


38 
39 
40 
41 


150-300 A.D. More than that cannot be said with any approach to certainty ... But in the 
meantime we are of opinion that the hand of the Logia fragment is far from belonging to 
the latest type of uncials used before 300 A.D., and that therefore the papyrus was probably 
written not much later than the year 200/ DeConick misreads them in stating that ‘P. Оху. 
1 is dated by B. Grenfell and A. Hunt to a date no later than zoo СЕЗ A.D. DeConick, 
Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas: A History of the Gospel and its Growth (London/ 
New York: T&T Clark, 2005), 48. 

Grenfell & Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part I, xi. 

Grenfell & Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part ТУ, 1. 

Grenfell & Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part IV, 23. 

САМ. Votaw, "Ihe Oxyrhynchus Sayings of Jesus in Relation to the Gospel-Making Move- 
ment of the First and Second Centuries’, JBL 24 (1905). 79 90 (Во). 

C. Wessely, Les plus anciens monuments du Christianisme écrits sur papyrus (Paris: Lefeb- 
vre, 1906), 151, 158, 177. 

See E. Hennecke & W. Schneemelcher, eds. Neutestamentliche Apokryphen in der Überset- 
zung: 1. Evangelien (Tübingen: Mohr Sicbeck, 1959), 66, 61, 70. 

Kraft, ‘Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 655, 257. 


E.G. Turner, The Typology of the Early Codex (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania 
Press, 1977), 143. 


C.H. Roberts, Manuscript, Society and Belief in Early Christian Egypt (London: British 
Academy, 1979), 12-14. 


Attridge, 'Appendix: The Greek Fragments, 97-98. 

Lührmann, Fragmente apokryph gewordener Evangelien, 23. 

J.K Elliott, The Apocryphal New Testament (Oxford: Clarendon, 2005), 130- 132. 

S. Giversen, in an unpublished 1999 SBL paper, as reported in C.W. Hedrick, ‘An Anec- 
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1.4 The Coptic Text (Nag Hammadi, Codex II; Cairo, Coptic Museum, 


Inv. 10544)? 


The Gospel of Thomas was translated from Greek into Coptic ‘no earlier than 
the mid-to-late third century (when, to the best of our present knowledge, 
Coptic literature had its beginnings):?? The Coptic codex (numbered II, though 
previously III or X*4) containing Thomas comes probably from the fourth or 
fifth century.?? The story of the discovery of the Nag Hammadi codices, in 
which the Coptic version of Thomas survives, need not be retold here: in fact, 
the details have been hotly contested, as can be seen in particular in the 
trenchant first footnote, well over a thousand words long, in James Robinson's 
"official" account,?* and in two illuminating recent discussions by Goodacre, 
and Denzey and Blount.*? 

After its discovery, the codex. along with some ofthe others —was acquired 
by a Miss Dattari, whereafter in 1949 it was confiscated and kept in a bag in the 
Egyptian Service of Antiquities: there it lay until it was installed in the Coptic 
Museum in Cairo in 1952.** 


dotal Argument for the Independence of the Gospelof Thomas trom the Synoptic Gospels’ 


in IL-G. Bethge, S. Emmel, K.L. King & L Schletterer, eds. For the Children, Perfect Instruc- 


tion: Studies in Honor of Hans Martin Schenke on the Occasion of the Berliner Arbeitskreis 
fiir koptisch qnostische Schriften's. Thlurticth Tear (NHMS 54; Leiden/ Boston: Brill, 2002), 

из-126 (115 n. 17). T have not been able to confirm Hedrick's report. : 
42 Regrettably, despite generous funding from the British Academy, I was unable to visit 
Egypt to inspect the manuscript at the relevant stage of this project, due to the political 
instability in the country. 


s as Witnesses, 5 


43 Emmel, "The Coptic Gnostic Tex 
44 H.W. Montefiore & ILE.W. Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists (London: SCM, 1962), n. 
45 Some of the papyrus from the binding of Codex VII is dated to 34 ч 


9 | E 8ck, making this a 
terminus a quo at least for Codex VIL See Emmel, ‘The Coptic Gnostic Texts as Witnesses’ 


38. Montefiore & ‘Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists, n note that the Biresence оі ван 


in the codex has also been used as a criterion for dating. 

46 Robinson, Facsimile Edition of the Nag Hammadi Codices, 3-14, and 3n. 1. The 
is particularly with the account in J. Doresse, The Secret Books of the 
(London: Hollis and Carter, 1960), 116-136. See also J.M. Robinson, 
Nag Hammadi Codices; Biblical Archaeologist 42 (1979), 206-224. 


dispute here 
Egyptian Gnostics 
‘The Discovery of the 
47 M. Goodacre, 'How Reliable is the Story of the Nag Hammadi Discovery?" JSNT a5 (2013) 


303-322; N. Denzey Lewis & J. Ariel Blount, ‘Rethinking the Origins of the Nag Hammadi 


Codices, forthcoming, JBL. 


48 Doresse, Secret Books, 120-121, 123-124. 
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The text of Thomas is copied in Codex II (from page 32. line 10, to page 51. 
line 29) after the Apocryphon of John (the first work in the codex), and is fol- 
lowed by the Gospel of Philip, The Hypostasis of the Archons, On the Origin of 
the World, The Expository Treatise on the Soul, and The Book of Thomas the 
Contender.^? A facsimile of the Coptic text was published by J.M. Robinson 
in 1974.50 The official critical edition has a marvellously detailed discussion 
of the features of the manuscript by Bentley Layton, who dates the copy to 
the first half of the fourth century?! The codex is 28.4 7 15.9 Сп in size, 2 and 
the text, in upright capital script, was copied by two scribes, the second of 
whom only copied page 47, lines 1-8 (parts of GTh 78 79)! The first scribe 
("Scribe A") apparently left a gap for this section of text to be filled in: Lay- 
ton surmises that Scribe A's model was deficient at this point. This may per- 
haps also explain the two blank pages in the middle of GTh 95.** There are 
abbreviations for ‘Jesus’ (generally ic, though we in GTh 13.5; 22.4 and go) and 
3; 114.2). Diaereses appear 


‘Spirit’ (mma or mma іп СТЬ 14.3; 29.1-2 bis; 44.3; 5: 
very frequently on éotas, and the syllable divider ` is often used. The language 
of this text of Thomas is Sahidic Coptic, but with a great number of non- 
standard features.5? Scribe A may also have been the scribe of Nag Hammadi 
Codex XIII, which was also constructed in a similar manner to Codex 1.36 


49 Editio princeps: Guillaumont, Puech, Quispel, Till & ‘Abd al Masıh, eds. Gospel according 
to Thomas. The definitive edition now is that of Layton, in Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi 
Codex Il,2-7, 52-93 (including facing English translation by Т.О, Lambin). 

50 Robinson, Facsimile Edition, 42. 63; photographs had also been published previously in 
P. Labib, Coptic Gnostic Papyri in the Coptic Museum at Old Cairo I (Cairo: Government 
Press, 1956), plates 80-99. 

51 Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex 1,2-7, 4. 

52 Layton, ed. Nay Hammadi Codex П,2-7, 2. 


53 For more on scribal character, see Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex ILz- 7, 4 5. 


54 Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex II,2—7, 4-5. This may mean that Thomas was originally 
longer, if the scribe loft Space for extra material which was never supplied. 

55 Layton classifies the language of Codex II as 'Crypto-Subachmimic' (Nag Hammadi Codex 
1,2-7,7). He lists the diverge, 

56 On this, see В. Layton, ‘Int 


referring also to idem 


nces from Sahidic in Nag Hammadi Codex II,2-7, 8-14. 

roduction’, in idem, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex П,2-7, 1-18 (4), 
ea ‘The Tlypostasis of the Archons: Conclusion’, ИТК 69 (1976), 31-101 
(84): Considerations о 


f format and codex construction also support this identification: 
See also 5. Emme] 


» ‘The Na Ha eB ait тшн орнай om . i de 
amma i ves Editing Project: Final Report’, American 
Research Center in 8 madi Codices I Ө rroJ I 


Egypt: Newsl, $ ; tha e scribes 
3 ett —32, where he comments that the scribes 
are ‘probably to b. #7104 (1978); 10-32 


€ identified’ (27), and see 28 n. 3 on the history of the identification. 


J.D. Turner, "Introduction to Codex XIII’, in C.W. Hedrick, ed. Nag Hammadi Codices XI, 


XII, XIII (NHS 28; Leiden! New York/ Köln: Brill, 1990), 359-369 (362—363), allows the 
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There is an extensive discussion, by Linda Ogden, of the binding of the co- 


dex. 


1.5 The Manuscripts and Their Use 


Can anything substantial be said about the origins and usage of Thomas on the 
basis of our knowledge of these manuscripts? 

First, on the question of origins, it is of some interest that all the material 
evidence discussed above comes from Egypt. Might this be an indication of 
Egyptian provenance? Similarly, since we are dealing here with Greek frag- 


ments and a Coptic text probably translated from Greek,59 does this suggest 
an original composition in Greek? We must be cautious on both counts: the 
whole body of Oxyrhynchus Papyri consists of many works from much further 
afield, but which have only been preserved in Egypt because of the climate. 
The questions of original language and provenance will be discussed further in 
Introduction, 88 5-6, below. 

Moving to usage, how are we to assess the number of manuscripts? In one 
sense, three early Greek fragments is a reasonably large number: Hurtado 
points out that although this score is much lower than the total number of 
second- or third-century fragments of Psalms, John and Matthew (16, 15 and 
12 respectively), it is higher than, for example, 1Corinthians (2 fragments) and 
Mark (only 1).5° Does this mean that Thomas was popular? This is possible, 
though speculative: it must be remembered that when we are down to low 
single figures, we are dealing with a very small statistical sample.6° 

As far as the Greek fragments are concerned, Hurtado draws an interesting 
correlation between his conclusion that these seem to have been produced 
for private study, and 'the emphasis in this text on the individual and on 


possibility ‘that the two hands belong to a student and instructor, while still concluding 

that "Codices IT and XIII may be assumed to have been copied in the closest proximity to 

one another’ (362). Turner's comments under the heading of “The Scribal Hand" follow 
on from similar observations on "Physical Description" (359-361). In another link with 
Codex II, Codex XIII has the first ten lines of On the Origin of the World, which take up the 
rest of the last page on which the TrimorpAic Protennoia is copied. 

57 Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex Il,2-7, 19-25, and the bibliography on 25. 

58 Н. Koester, ‘Introduction’, in Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex 1,2-7, 38-49 (38, 40). 

59 Hurtado, ‘Greek Fragments’, 29. 

Go See the appropriate caution in C.M. Tuckett, The Gospel of Mary (Oxford: Oxford Univer- 
sity Press, 2007), 9-10. 
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personal spiritual fulfilment.^! Conversely, if there are not copies in forms 
which one would associate with public reading, this would fit with the view 
that ‘nothing in GThom (in the extant Greek or the Coptic) seems to me to 
promote corporate/ congregational religious life/^* Hurtado is aware of the 
small sample of manuscripts we are dealing with, and that therefore any such 
conclusions must remain tentative and provisional. Luijendijk has, moreover, 
noted that there may be some counter-evidence to Hurtado's position: P. Oxy. I1 
is a very clearly written text, and even P. Oxy. IV 654 has markings (line-dividers, 
coroneis, diaereses) to facilitate reading, and so it is possible that they may have 
featured in worship settings. 

With the Coptic version, although we have only one text, the situation is 
more promising because the whole codex in which Thomas is copied has sur- 
vived. (As already noted, we have no idea what else was copied in the codex of 
which P. Oxy. 11 was a part.) The collocation of Thomas with the Apocryphon 
of John, the Gospel of Philip, the Book of Thomas the Contender and the other 
works in Nag Hammadi Codex II is of potential significance here.?* Some have 
commented on the relation between Thomas and the Gospel of Philip which fol- 
lows it: Schenke points to the common juxtaposition of Thomas and Philip not 
only here, but also in the Fathers, as well as in Pistis Sophia 42-43 (see Intro- 
duction, § 3: ‘Named Testimonia' below).^* Michael Williams has argued that 
the Apocryphon of John and Thomas (with the Gospel of Philip) can be read 
together as rewritten Old Testament and Gospel respectively, and further spec- 
ulates that Hypostasis of the Archons then represents a reading of Paul: hence 
Williams calls the structure of Codex II ‘a “Christian Scripture" arrangement;96 


6: Hurtado, ‘Greek Fragments; 31. 


62 Hurtado, ‘Greek Fragments’, 31. 
63 See esp. the discussion in Luijendijk, ‘Reading the Gospel of Thomas in the Third Century’. 
64 See the helpful summary of research by J. Leonhardt-Balzer, ‘On the Redactional and The- 
ological Relationship between the Gospel of Thomas and the Apocryphon of John, in J. Frey, 
J. Schröter & E.E. Popkes, eds. Das Thomasevangelium: Entstehung е Rezeption Theologie 
(BZNW i57; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2007), 251 271 (255 259). 
65 Н.-М. Schenke, ‘Das Evangelium nach Philippus (NHC II, 3), in Н.-М. Schenke, H.-G. 
Bethge & U.U. Kaiser, eds, Nag Hammadi Deutsch (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2001), 1.183 
213 (185-186). 
66 M.A. Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”: An Argument for Dismantling a Dubious Category 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996), 254 255 (254). He is followed on this point 
by H.-J. Klauck, Apocryphal Gospels: An Introduction (London/ New York: T&T Clark, 2003), 
170, and A. Logan, The Gnostics: Identifying an Early Christian Cult (London/ New York: T&T 
Clark, 2006), 20. On this view, On the Origin of the World and the Exegesis on the Soul then 
represent eschatological discourses; the Book of Thomas the Contender is more difficult 
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Popkes argues, followed tentatively by Leonhardt-Balzer, ‘that the three texts, 
Apocrjoh, GThom and GPhil were linked even before the compilers of NHC II 
got their hands on them; and so are intended to be mutually illuminating in 
Codex IL^* Much of this is rather speculative; what is clearer is that the last 
work in Codex II, the Book of Thomas the Contender, is influenced by Thomas 
(see Introduction, $ 4: Early References! below). 

Layton speculated that the codex as a whole lends itself in particular to 
Valentinian interpretation, The Gospel of Philip is the clearest example of this, 
but all the works — Layton argues would have been amenable to, or at least 
familiar to, the Valentinian outlook. This includes Thomas: ‘In some passages, 
the Valentinian Gospel of Philip closely parallels the Gospel according to Thom- 
as, suggesting the attractiveness of Thomas, and the Jude Thomas tradition, 
to Valentinian Gnosticism."* This overall picture is supported, Layton notes, 
by the colophon at the end of the Codex: ‘Remember me also, my brothers, in 
your prayers. Peace to the saints, and to the spiritual? He sees this reference 
to the ‘spiritual’, or ‘pneumatics’ as strongly suggestive of a Valentinian read- 
ership."? Against this, one may question whether the title ‘pneumatics’ was so 


restricted in usage, as well as how amenable to Valentinian readership was the 
Apocryphon of, John Another popular suggestion has been to see the Nag Ham- 
madi codices as a whole as a collection produced and buried by monks from 
the nearby Pachomian monastery.” This theory is also vulnerable on a number 
of fronts.73 As a result, one must probably remain agnostic on the 


question of 
whether a particular theological impulse lay behind С odex II. 


to fit into such a scheme, however. See further on this discussion 
'Redactional and Theological Relationship, 251. 
67 Leonhardt-Balzer, ‘Redactional and Theological Relationship’, 262. 
68 Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex I.2 7. 6. 
69 Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex IL2- 7, 204: 


[Јри TOG мло MA nimeyrisrikoc. 


also Leonhardt-Balzer, 


APL плмєєүє рау Nacnny e[8] NETÄNPOCEYXH 


70 Schróter and Bethge follow Layton in understanding the connection in Codex II to mean 
that Thomas was regarded as at least compatible with a Valentinian outlook. H.-G. Bethge 


& J. Schröter, ‘Das Evangelium nach Thomas (NHC II, 2), in Schenke, et al., eds. Nag 

Hammadi Deutsch, 1.agi—181 (160). 

71 On the theological differences between Valentinians and 'Gnostics' stricto sensu (the 
Apocryphon of John being a product of the latter), see MJ. Edwards, ‘Gnostics and Valen- 

tinians in the Church Fathers; /TS 40 (1989), 26-47 (34-47). 

72 See c.g. M. Meyer, The Gnostic Discoveries (New York: Harpe 

73 See the survey of views on either side in Emmel, ‘The 


36. 


rCollins 


2005), 29. 
Coptic Gnostic Texts as Witnesses, 


CHAPTER 2 


A Comparison of the Greek and Coptic Texts' 


A detailed saying-by-saying comparison of the Greek and Coptic texts will p 
found in the commentary below. Here an overview of the main issues in scho]. 
arship and in the texts will suffice. The general tenor of scholarship on Thoma, 
in recent times is that the Greek and Coptic are so different that they shoulq 
be treated as different recensions. Zóckler speaks of ‘die Instabilität der Tex. 
tiiberlieferung,? while Popkes has remarked, more agnostically: "We just do noi 
know what the earliest text versions of the Gospel of Thomas looked like? The 
most lengthy argument for textual diversity comes in the recent monograph ор 
Eisele, strikingly titled Welcher Thomas? He talks of 'unleugbare Unterschiede 
between the Greek and Coptic, arguing ‘dass wir es bei dem Thomasevangeliun, 
nicht mit einem einzigen Thomas zu tun haben’4 Marcovich emphasises thay 
one must assign equal weight to the Thomas used by Hippolytus, and so speaks 
of 'three very different recensions'5 

On the other hand, as Turner has commented: ‘The extent of the Coptic 
redaction must not, however, be exaggerated.'e Fitzmyer, while talking of ‘a 
difference of recension’, nevertheless conceives of this in a minimal sense, con- 
cluding on the same page that ‘in most cases we found an almost word-for-word 
identity between the Greek and Coptic versions’: even where there are differ- 
ences, ‘the Coptic recension supplies the tenor of the saying’? We will examine 


1 Bibliography: Fitzmyer, ‘The Oxyrhynchus Logoi’, 505-560; M. Marcovich, “Textual Criticism 
on the Gospel of Thomas’, JTS 20 (1969), 53-74; Attridge, ‘Appendix: The Greek Fragments’, 
99-101; W. Eisele, Welcher Thomas? Studien zur Text- und Überlieferungsgeschichte des Thoma- 
sevangeliums (WUNT; Tübingen: Mohr, 2010); T. Ricchuiti, ‘Tracking Thomas: A Text-Critica] 
Look at the Transmission of the Gospel of Thomas’, in D.B. Wallace, ed. Revisiting the Cor- 


ruption of the New Testament: Manuscript, Patristic, and Apocryphal Evidence (Grand Rapids: 
Kregel, 201), 189-228, 


T. Zöckler, Jesu Lehren im Thomase 
E.E. Popkes, ‘About the Differing A, 
tionship Between the Gospel ofj 


vangelium (NHMS 47; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 27. 

pproach to a Theological Heritage: Comments on the Rela- 
ohn, the Gospel of Thomas, and Qumran’, in J.H. Charles- 
worth, ed. The Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls, vol. 3: The Scrolls and Christian Origins (Waco, 
TX: Baylor University Press, 2006), 281-318 (299). 

Eisele, Welcher Thomas, 340, bee : ‹ 

Marcovich, ‘Textual Criticism’ 64. 


Montefiore & Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists, 19. 


Fitzmyer, ‘The Oxyrhynchus Logor, 553. 
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4) COPTIC TE 
A COMPARISON OF THE GREEK AND СО! 


v , similarities, in order to form a conclusion 
below both the differences and the simil sale 1 Copti D a 

about how dramatic the variations between wi ale Satire, Part lee 
purpose of this section is to justify the enterprise of a commentary on Thomas 


an be presumed to have contained, in sub- 


as a second-century work which ¢ : де" A 
stance, what has come down to us in our fourth-century Coptic manuscript. 
si , « ays ес т 


tween the Greek and Coptic versions which 


There are certainly differences be : à 
exceed the ‘standard deviation’ that one generally sees in the transmission and 
translation of the New Testament. Nevertheless, a case will be made here and 
in the course of the commentary that (a) the ноев аге обеп exaggerated 
and that there is a great deal of similarity between the Greek fragments and the 
| normal procedures of textual criticism can be 


Coptic manuscript, and (b) the | | 
ading is more likely to be the earlier; in this 


employed to determine which re 
respect, Thomas is nota special case. 


2.1 Differences: A Brief Sketch 


In order to assess of the significance of the differences, it is necessary to group 
these differences into their relevant categories The following groups are in 


ascending order of potential significance. 


Imaginary Differences 
Eisele lists among his ‘Unterschiede im ‘Textinhalt zwischen der griechischen 


und der koptischen Überlieferung’ the following? (i) êv тй xoxp(àt adtod and 
га ueqpie (СТЬ 31.1); (ii) тд obxoBopyjuévi] and оүпомс eykwr ймос (GTh 
32); (iii) Stow ёх80суусбє xoi ий ola yuvOyrtE and LOTAN erergajakek THYTH eguy 
ünerñayne (СТЬ 37). In (i), tue is a standard equivalent of потріс̧. In (ii), there 
is no difference at all, and the Coptic is perhaps the best possible equivalent (to 
give one analogy, ётор‹обоцудёуте and єлхүкєт THYTN in Eph, 2.20). The Coptic 
in (iii) is a good translation of the Greek. 

Differences between Coptic Thomas and restored Greek in lacunae must 
also be consigned to this category. For example, the alleged contrast between 
Jesus appearing to Thomas in P. Oxy. IV 654 and Thomas writing down in the 
Coptic of the Prologue leads to Eisele's conclusion that in the Coptic, Thomas 
is promoted to the role of co-author. This is based, however, on the Greek being 
restored on the basis of a parallel in John's Gospel. 


8 Eisele, Welcher Thomas, 264, and accompanying table. 


9 On the other hand, the conventional restoration on the basis of the Coptic (with its difficulty 


16 CHAPTER 4 
Translation Technique and the Differences between the Greek and 
Coptic Languages 

A further factor which must be taken into account is the differences between 

the Greek and Coptic languages. 

For example, Coptic is more tolerant of asyndeton than Greek is. Layton 
has commented that asyndeton is ‘one of the most frequent’ ways of linking 
clauses.'° In a more specialised study, Perttilä calculated that Greek xa is rep. 
resented by asyndeton 43% of the time in the Coptic of irSamuel, commenting. 
'Asyndeton, the lack ofany connective, is very common." [n Thomas, neither of 
the two instances of xe in GTh 28.2 has an equivalent word in Coptic; the same 
situation applies іп СТЬ 6.1; 26.27: 27.2; 30.2; 30/77.2 (cf. P. Oxy. [1's untranslated 
038€ in 31.2), and apparently 38.2. The failure to observe this aspect of Coptic 
translation technique mars Ricchuiti's study: he seesa good deal of the fluidity 
ofthe text of Thomas as consisting of additions in the Greek fragments, noting: 
‘Many of those expansions are due to the tendency of the scribe of P. Oxy. 1 to 
add the connective хо{Л2 (Cf. also the references above to 6.1 in Р. Oxy. IV 654 
and 738.2 in P. Oxy. IV 655, however.) Ricchuiti's overwhelming preference for 
the shorter text,!3 in combination with missing this aspect of Coptic syntax 
means that the fluidity of Thomas's textual transmission is exaggerated. 

In GTh 39.2 the Coptic expands an element: what is probably merely 'those 
entering' in the Greek corresponds to ‘those wishing to enter’ (nuevoyaxa) esa 


eeorn), for which there is not room in P. Oxy. IV655.'* As Baarda has noted, how- 
ever, this does not necessarily exe 


Greek Vorlage, or that it had a di 
to the introduction of oaa, in C 


mplify a free stance of the Coptic version to its 
fferent Vorlage; Baarda notes several parallels 
optic versions of Matthew and Luke, which he 
explains on grounds of translation technique.!5 One might compare with these 


instances the French 'Je vois la mer' where the English holiday-maker prefers ‘I 
can see the sea’, 


of perhaps having to take Өшн&(с 
further discussion in the textu. 
10 B. Layton, A Coptic Gra 


) as a nominative) is not without problems either. See 

al comment on the Prologue below (in main commentary). 

ae mmar, and rev, edn (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2004), 182 (§ 237). 

11 Е. Perttilä, ‘How to Read the Greek Text behind the Sahidic Coptic’ in A. Voitila & J. Joki- 
Xni eds, Scripture in Transition: Essays on Septuagint, Hebrew Bible, and Dead Sea Scrolls 
пени of Raija Sollamo (Leiden/ New York/ Köln: Brill, 2008), 367-377 (371). 

12 Ricchuiti, "Iracking Thomas’, 227. 

13 One of the criteria named in Ricchuiti, ‘Tracking Thomas’, 193. 

14 So, rightly, T. Baarda, “The Reading “Who Wished to Enter” in Coptic Tradition: Matt 23.23, 
Luke 11.52, and Thomas 39; NTS 52 


(2006), 583-591 (591). 
15 Baarda, “The Reading "Who Wishe 


d to Enter”? 583-591. 
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Scribal Errors 
k and, especially, the Coptic text contain a number of examples 


Both the Gree 33 
of transpositions: additions, deletions, and other kinds of errors which are stan- 


dard fare in the tr 
enerally both easily recognisable and more trivial, there are also 


hypothetical cases where the meaning is affected. For example, 


ansmission of any text. In addition to the clearer examples, 


which are g 


some more 
the shift from ‘reigning, shall rest’ in the Greek to ‘reigning over (the) all’ in 


Coptic might be explained by a shift from ‘reigning, eravanangetat’ to ‘reign- 
ing enavw тут! ОГ, less likely, ‘reigning ava zavza*.!6 Similarly, in GTh 6.4 the 
Greek appears to have ‘before the truth, whereas the Coptic has ‘before the sky/ 
heaven’, This has been explained by some as an inner-Coptic corruption, from 
THe (‘the truth’) to rte (‘heaven’). 


Substantive Differences 
I do not mean to deny the fact that there are some significant differences 


between the Greek fragments and the Coptic version (though I question the 
quantity of those differences). There are four differences which might be re- 
garded as of potential theological significance: (i) the absence of a reference to 
‘raising’ in the Coptic of GTh 5; (ii) the Coptic's removal of a reference to ‘God’ 
in the Greek of GTh 27; (iii) the placement of Greek 30.2—3 after GTI 77.1 in the 
Coptic, and (iv) the substantial abbreviation in the Coptic of GTh 36. 

The first case, the omission of the Greek's ‘nothing ... buried which [will 
not be raised]' (5.3) is difficult to evaluate. It would be rather flat-footed to 
assert simply that the Greek Thomas espoused a doctrine of bodily resurrection 
which the Coptic translator (or some other intermediary in the course of 
transmission) wished to expunge. It may well be the case that the statement 
was removed because it was regarded as suspicious, but it is far from clear that 
the Greek original propounded a doctrine of resurrection, The parallel in the 
statement, ‘[For there i]s nothing hidden which will not [become] pla[in], and 
buried which [will not be raised]' (5-2-3), might well suggest that the point 
is the revelation and uncovering of what is previously hidden: a reference to 
bodily resurrection in 5.3 would make a rather odd parallel to the statement 
about the unveiling of what has been kept secret in 5.2. So it is not necessary to 
see, indeed improbable that there is, a theological divergence between Greek 
and Coptic here. 


16 Fitzmyer, "The Oxyrhynchus Logor, 518. 
7 The Berlin edition emends the Coptic text to THe. 
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there 


Secondly, if the reading ‘kingdom of God' is indeed correct in GTh 
does seem to be an avoidance of such God-language in the Coptic, given the 
equivocal use of the term uoyre in the rest of the text. With the straightfor- 
wardly positive sense removed in GTh 27, one is left with the battling usage 


in GTh зо, and the perhaps surprising placement of 'God' in second position 
between Caesar and Jesus in GTh 100 (‘give to Caesar ... give to God ... give to 
me’). It remains possible, however, that there is nothing suspicious about God 
having been left in GTh 100 in this position apparently inferior to Jesus; it may 
simply be that a reference to Jesus is appended without thought to the conse- 
quences. 

It should be remembered that the third case, the moving of Greek 30.2-3 
to GTh 77 is a difference of order, rather than of content. It is probably not 
theologically motivated: the most commonly adopted explanation of the move 
is that GTh 77.2-3 were joined to 77.1 at the Coptic stage by a catchword 
connection, because GTh 77.1 and GTh 77.2 are linked by the catchword tae, 
in the double sense of ‘reach’ and ‘split.!® On the other hand, it may have some 
knock-on effects. As we will see in the commentary, the move may encourage 
a pantheistic or panchristic theology which would not arise so easily without 
the juxtaposition in the Coptic text. 

Fourthly and finally, the Coptic substantially abbreviates of the Greek of 
GTh 36. (To make a crude comparison of length, the reduction is from 61 
reconstructed words to the 19 words in my English translations of each version.) 
The opening statement is similar in Greek and Coptic: ‘Do not worry from 
morning to evening and from evening to morning about what you will wear! 
The Greek also adds food as something which should not occasion worry, 

hereafter bol | : di : : , 
аана ч ы points by referrring m the lilies of the field Dot 
(ӨР UT Su Sinis Perhaps avoided as suspicious is the Greek's 'He will 

: ments’ but, rather than theological suspicion, the cause 
may have been avoidance of the ss ofa j siti f isi 
{атте in ТЬ e awkwardness a a juxposition of provon 
or g á 36 and undressing (in both Greek and Coptic) in GTh 37- 
Therefore it may be 5moothin APTE her than theological 
5 £ out an inconsistency rather than theologica 
correction at work, though ойе cannot be:süre: 


18 — See eg. E. Haenchen, ‘Literatur zum Thomasevangelium (1), TAR 27 (1961), 147-178 (161— 
162); C.M. Tuckett, "The Gospel of Thomas: Evidence for Jesus? NTT 52 (1998), 17-32 
(а n. 17); E.E. Popkes, “Ich bin das Licht"—Erwagungen zur Verhiltnisbestimmung des 
Thomasevangeliums und der johanneischen Schriften anhand der Lichtmetaphorik, in 
J. Frey, ed. Kontexte des Johannes 
kes, 'Differing Approach; 281-31 


evangeliums (Tübingen: Mohr, 2004), 641-674 (655); Pop- 
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Clearly the Coptic is not a straightforwardly literal translation that would 
enable us to reconstruct the Greek behind it. There are various kinds of differ- 
ences, including substitutions, as well as additions and subtractions (although 
we cannot necessarily distinguish between instances of these two).?? It is often 
difficult, however, even in the four most substantive cases above, to see any sort 
of consistent redactional programme or theological Tendenz in the translation 
or transmission process. 


2.2 Similarities 


One of the problems in scholarship is that scholars often focus on these differ- 


ences-— which are after all more interesting. Eisele's study, for example, notes 


briefly which sayings exhibit 'beachtliche Unte 


chiede?! but then says noth- 
ing more about those which apparently do not. The similarities are also worthy 
of note. 


Substantial Common Order in Greek and Coptic Texts 
As noted above, the Greek fragments contain (imperfectly): Prologue + GTh 1-7 
(Р. Oxy. IV 654), GTh 24 (Р. Oxy. IV 655 fr. d), GTh 26-33 (P. Oxy. 11), and GTh 
36-39 (P. Oxy. IV 655). The only difference in order from the Coptic lies, as has 
been noted, in P. Oxy. L1, where Greek GTh 30 consists of Coptic GTh 30 + GTh 
77.2-3. In P. Oxy. 11 in particular, GTh 30 is the only saying with variation from 
the Coptic. 


Substantial Common Material in Greek and Coptic 
Leaving aside the matter of the wording, the substance of the two sets of 
material is very close. The only saying where there is serious discrepancy is in 
GTh 37, where, as we have seen, the long Greek saying "against anxiety" is only 
a single sentence in the Coptic.?? 


19 SJ. Gathercole, The Composition of the Gospel of Thomas: Original Language and Influences 
(SNTSMS 51; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), 36-37, and 43-104 passim. 

20 We do not know whether, for example, a scribe (or the translator) has added Jesus’ in 37.2, 
or if a scribe has omitted it. 

21 


zsele, Welcher Thomas, 37. 
22 ele noted that 5 / 15 had no substantial differences, but the numbering is quite confus- 
ing. He lists as the ‘usable’ sayings for comparison Prol. + СТЬ i; 2-6; 26-28; 30-32; 36-37; 


39, which do add up to 15 (with the Prologue and СТЬ 1 counting as one). But he then 
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In particular, there is substantial similarity in meaning between the Greek 
and the Coptic. As often happens in studies of versions, some scholars rush 
to see a theological tendency in a translation on the basis of the meanest of 
evidence: the problem lies often in a lack of a consistent pattern. In the case of 
Thomas, even if there were an 'anti-corporeal' tendency in the omission of the 
reference to resurrection in the Coptic of GTh 5, when it comes to GTh 28, the 
Coptic clearly reproduces the 'incarnational' thought of the Greek. 


Common Greek and Graeco- Coptic Vocabulary** 
One point not sufficiently recognised is how close the match is between items 
of vocabulary in the Greek and Coptic texts. This is evident on examination of 
the 27 Greek loan-words in the Coptic text where the Coptic text of Thomas 
and the extant Greek overlap. The following is a list of all the Greek loan-words 
which occur in sayings in the Coptic text of Thomas which are parallelled by 
the Greek fragments: 


P. Oxy. IV 654 


GTh 1 oepunneia: cf. Gk [my égunvei ] ev 
GTh 2.2 eoran: cf. Gk étav 

GTh 3.2 Ceti earacca: cf. Gk тӣс 933.4 [565] 
GTh 3.3 Dra: cf. Gk xat 


Thereafter, in GTh 3.4—5 (ooa, тоте, ae) the Greek is lacunose. 


GTh 4.1 єтвє птопос: cf. Gk лєрї тоб толоо 

GTh 5.2 Гар: Greek lacunose at this point 
GTh 6.1 -üPUuucreve: cf. Gk mas уустео[оонреу] 
GTh 6.1 EACHHOCYNH: Greek lacunose at this point 
GTh 6.1 Gua Pria parTupei: cf. Gk ларатейя[ок%] 

GTh 7.1 макАрос: cf. Gk [pa]xápi[os] 


y: Prol. + GTh 1; 2-3; 5-6; 30; 36- 


notes that 10 out of i5 display notable differences, namel 
37. Hence it is only 8 out ot ag sayings with notable differences, with GTh 4; 26-28; 31-32 
and 39 (i.e. seven Sayings) on Eisele's estimation —VC 
23 The discussion here closely parallels that in Gathercole, Composition, 106-108. Since 


ry similar. 


constructing the list of parallel items of vocabulary, I notice that a very similar list appears 
in Р. Piovanelli, ‘Thomas in Edessa? Another Look at the Original Setting of the Gospel of 
Thomas. in J. Dijkstra, J. Kroesen & ү, Kui ег, eds. Myths, Martyrs, and Modernity: Studies 
in the History of Religions in Honoyy ra Hier (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 443—461. 
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P.Oxy. IV 655 


GTh 24.1 (with nequaeurue, errronoc and ranarku) is not extant. 
GTh 24.3 ENKOCHOC: cf. Gk [... х]ёсро 


P. Oxy. 11 


GTh 26.2 Loran: Greek lacunose at this point 
GTh 26.2 Tore: cf. Gk téte 

GTh : STETAPNUNCTEYE: cf. Gk ёбу ph vygtedoyt(e) 
СТЬ : GUKOCHOC: cf. Gk тду хӧсуоу 

GTh 27.2 ererůrñeipe ... AcaB Baton: cf. Gk £&v ph caBBationte 
GTh 27.2 HINCAMBATON: cf. Gk тд o&BBatov 

GTh 28.1 киткосмос: cf. Gk тод хбтцоо 

СТЬ 284 pH CAD: cf. Gk ёу cagx[s]t 

GTh 28.3 -таўүхн: cf. Gk ў фоҳу pov 


Thereafter, little of GTh 28 survives in Greek, and so what might have been parallel to 
єпкоснос, пкосмос, (Dun, potan, rore and cens puieranosg is not extant. Only the very 
end of GTh 29 survives in Greek, and so, similarly, what would have been parallel to 


TCAP2, ri, NAA, псам and axa is not extant. 


GTh 30.2 н: No Gk parallel 

СТЬ 314 профнтнс: ct. Gk TPOPH™MS 

GTh 31.2 рөєрлпєүє: cf. Gk moie? Sepametac 
GTh 32 оүполс: cf. Gk nóg 

GTh 32 we OYAG ...: cf. Gk oce ... оўтє... 


СТЬ 33.2—-3 (rap, ove, AXXa, TAYXNIA) is not extant in Greek. 


P. Oxy. IV 655 


GTh 37.1 NeEqMAeHTHC: cf. Gk ol pabytat abtod 
GTh 37.2 POTAM: cf. Gk órav 


From GTh 37.3 to СТЬ 39.2 (rore, xrerüpenievuet Adapicaioc, NrPAMMATEYC, ATTN@MCIC, 
ovre) the Greek is too lacunose to identify similarities or differences between Greek 
and Coptic texts. 


GTh 39.3 Ac: cf. Gk 2 
GTh 39.3 Apponimoc: cf. Gk [ppdvi]por 


GTh 39.3 Naxkepatoc: cf. Gk [&]xépou(oi] 
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It can be observed that, in almost every case, there is à correspondence 
between a borrowed Greek word in the Coptic and the Greek where that Greek 
text is extant. The only exceptions are a case of da (« xat in GTh 3.3), an 


unparallelled use of n іп GTh 30.2, and GTh 32's preference in Coptic for a 


-In the latter two cases the discrep- 


single oyae over the Greek's oce ... ойт... 
ancy arises from a different syntax in the surrounding context: additionally, the 
Greek paralleling the н in СТЬ 30.2 is uncertain. Moreover, as is widely recog- 
nised, particles are the elements least predictably rendered in other Greek- 
to-Coptic translations.2^ This is a fairly remarkable statistic, making a Greek 
Vorlage quite similar to our extant Greek fragments almost certain. 


2.3 Some Analogies 


" ed detailed study of the variations in the transmission of Thomas in com- 
deu with the transmission of other works, such as NT books and other 
works, is a desideratum,25 In the absence of such a study, we can briefly sketch 
SEHE analogen cases. The Greek of the Sophia of Jesus Christ is very close to 
is Серие Version (especially the Berlin manuscript): the similarity is greater 
ary: Ticket нан есм of different syntax, and some different vocabu- 
of differences betwen, E : iiy perhaps ur i ai to Pis quantity 
a very similar overal] йыры. captis textat "mondi 1 here loaner 
be the Aramaic Tater Too far in the other direction of difference would 


the Hebrew Bible па. yu Spe re 
paraphrastic than the зе Hebrew Bible, which—-put simply —are more 


Coptic translation of Thomas. Or again, the version of 


24 Mink comm ents that the use of Graecc 
i : - зіс p. 
zi ich he us. f Graeco-C ptic icles anslate Gre articles is 
emlic wahllos' c; Mink Jic 


lichen Probleme koptischen Versionen des Neuen Testaments: Dic sprach- 


bei ihrer Ве 
Die alten Übersetzungen des 


gegenwärtige Stand if s 
‹ hrer Е " i " ; Я 
(Berlin: Walte rer Erforschung und ihre Bedeutung für die griechische 


rdeG Я 6 à ; 
Tuyter, 1972), 160-299 (242). F. Feder, Jeremias, Lamentationes (Threni), 


Epistula Teremiae et Bar a; Berlir 
e et Be i iblia S, 
86-87, notes that i aruch (Biblia Sahidica; Berlin/ Ne ы аре wine 


Coptic words for ‘and’ (a 
Greek; 376, sums up the 
the case of conjunctions 


wertung für die griechische Textgeschichte, in K. Aland, ed. 
Neuen Testaments, die Kirchenvüterzitate und Lektionare: Der 
tgeschichte 


ahidic version of the Jeremiah corpus, xat can be represented by 
YO, Hi, 21), but also by adda, Ac or u, Perttilä, "Пом to Read the 
case of Samuel: "o read the Greek behind the Coptic text is in 
А u mostly impossible’ 
25 Ricchuiti, "Iracking Thomas: E Possible. 
‚ 228. 
26 Gos. Mary 18,8-c Һа s D 
discussione Pu 8 ёкргүмцъхє where the Greek does not have a form of yupvéčw. For 
Б SS n$ e i - Д: А: 
various differences, see Tuckett, Gospel of Mary, 119-133. 
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the book of Tobit in the Alcala Bible (Complutensis 1) may be considered a 
different recension, but this is appropriate for a paraphrase which is approxi- 
mately 25*o longer than other Old Latin texts of Tobit.2? Although in the case of 
Thomas we are primarily comparing Greek texts with a Coptic translation, one 


can draw a partial analogy with aspects of the transmission of the Greek NT: for 
example, Royse's study of the scribal habits in the earliest NT papyri identifies 
and discusses additions, omissions, leaps, transpositions, substitutions, confla- 


and 
P75— the same features which one sees in the textual variation in Thomas.28 As 


tions, harmonisations and theological changes in P45, P46, P47, P66, Р 


Ricchuiti has put it, ‘it should be noted that the scribes who copied the Gospel 
[of Thomas] appear to fall victim to many of the exact 


same traps that corrupted 
canonical texts.?? In the light of this, even if the Greek texts are by no means 
perfect, and the Coptic is a free or 'adapted translation??? the text-critical pro- 
cess is not a hopeless one. 


2.4 Conclusion 


In sum, there are noteworthy textual differences between the Greek fragments 
on the one hand, and the Coptic text on the other. (These differences will be the 
subject of more extended textual comment in the relevant sections of the com- 
mentary.) However, these differences have sometimes been exaggerated. The 
important conclusion for the purposes of the commentary is that it is unneces- 
sary to exegete the Greek and Coptic texts separately as different works or very 
different recensions in need of separate treatments. There are occasionally dif- 
ferent nuances of meaning between a Greek fragment and its corresponding 
Coptic text, but these are not sufficient to prevent treating the texts as wit- 
nesses to the same work. Rather, the similarities where the Coptic and Greek 
do overlap are sufficient to imply that the Coptic text in substance goes back to 
а second-century Greek original resembling our Oxyrhynchus fragments. Any 
interpretation of Thomas needs to make clear what the textual basis 15.2! As a 
result of the considerations above, this commentary will not follow the model 


See 5. Weeks, S.J. Gathercole & L-T. Stuckenbruck, The Book of Tobit (Berlin: Walter de 
Gruyter, 2004), 23-24. 

J.R. Royse, Scribal Habits in Early Greek New Testament Papyri (Leiden/ Boston: Brill, 2008). 
29 Ricchuiti, "Tracking Thomas; 227. 
30 Fitzmyer, "The Oxyrhynchus Logo, = 
31 


3. 
J. Schróter, Erinnerung an Jesu Worte: Studien zur Re eption der Logienüberlieferung in 


Markus, Q und Thomas (WMANT 76; Neukirchen: Neukirchener, 1997), 136. 
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vides two c 'rtaries, one on the 
of that of Va i offectively pro ides two commen 
lantasis, who effectively | | теза 
K h Coptic Rather, it will assess competing readings in the tex 
Greek, one on the ^ T, nd ER ttis do rene 
saying in attempt to Identify w s s 
B; each saying 1n an at 
tual comment on each sa g 


Appended Note: Thomas as a ‘Rolling Corpus’? 


Some scholars have seen the question 'Welcher Thomas? as not пешү con 
fined to the question of how to assess the relative significance of shie we de 
chus fragments, Hippolytus' citation and the Coptic E bre м E Ma ч 
matter of Thomas's compositional history to consider: surely there we re е ( 
s Th es at various compositional phases before the complens o t ле 
- е i for example, likened Thomas to a snowball-like rolling 
Miche seed mr E p 'k's | k sees a core originating in Aramaic in the 
ir p prac mnie онаи ions il the addition of the latest stra- 
mid-first century, with various accretions until the ac j | Р "i a 
tum of Thomas in 80—120 CE.?? Fieger similarly reckons that we should as 
‘einen längeren Wachstumprozess.*4 Others see less of a rolling corpus, and 
more of a bipartite or tripartite composition, For SEU Cris 
:ess of two stages, whereas Puig reckons on three. 
TA гар it is impossible to prove the negative that there were no such 
Ner dm stages and layers, I consider the case that there were such stages 
not proven.?6 There are a number of weaknesses both (1) in the arguments for 


ume 


an and Arnal 


a МЫ. Wilson, "Thomas and the Synoptic Gospels’, ExpT 72 (1960), 36 39 (39). 
a3 See the chart of material in respective strata in A.D. DeConick, The Original Gospel of 
Thomas in Translation: With a Commentary and New English Translation of the Complete 
Gospel (LNTS 287; London/New York: T&T Clark International, 2006), 10, 
" M. Fieger, ‘Die Frau im Thomasevangelium' іп R. Schulz & M. Gorg, eds, Lingua Restituta 
Orientalis (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1990), 102-107 (103); cf. F.B. Watson, Gospel Writing: 
A Canonical Perspective (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2013), 221. 
J.D. Crossan, The HistoricalJesus: The Life ofa Mediterranean Jewish | asant 
HarperCollins, 1991), 427, on Thomas 1, which he considers complete ‘by the fifties’, and 
азо on Thomas II (60-8o CE). WE. Arnal, "The Rhetoric of Marginality: Apocal 
Gnosticism, and Sayings Gospels’, HIR 88 (1995), 471494, gives only a list of what can 
be ascribed with confidence to the sapiential stratum (478 n. 17), and to the seconda 
; tic stratum' (479 n. 32). He dates Thomas as a whole to the latter half of the 
gnosti о). See A. Puig, Un Jesús desconocido: Las claves del evange 
century (489 n. 7 ques 2008), 133-178, for what he assigns to different s 
Tomás (Barcelona: | ›СЕ for 'Тогпйз!; c. 150 for Tomás? a 


San Francisco. 
us ( neisco: 


yPticism, 


first 
lio gnéstico de 
Nt strata. See Pp. n6 
and 200 for Tomas? v, 
5. Giversen, ‘Que: 
ing to Thomas: The Composition of pl. 81,14-18 


e dates: 100—110 
121 for the da a _ : 
v be some differences from earlier drafts, Е 
There may 
36 Ther 


wers in the Gospel accord 


stions апа Ans- 
and pl. 83, 14-27' 
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multiple stages of composition, and (2) in the criteria used to place particular 
logia in the relevant layers. We will examine these in turn. 


1 Arguments for Multiple Stages of Composition 
The Argument from Thomas's Form 

There are two main parts to this: the fact that Thomas is a kind of list, and 
the analogy of the Sentences of Sextus. On the first point, Sellew is an exam- 
ple of one who has remarked that the form of Thomas affords it little protec- 
tion against interpolation.?? A problem with this argument, however, is that 
there is little evidence of interpolation in the period between the time of the 
Oxyrhynchus fragments and the Coptic version. As Haenchen remarks, what- 
ever snowballing may have taken place before c. 200 CE (the earliest likely date 
for the Oxyrhynchus fragments), there is obviously not much between Greek 
and Coptic stages.?* The similarity in order means that, for example, no one 
between the Greek and Coptic stages wanted to add a saying between GTh 2 
and 3, or between 4 and 5, etc. Given that there is no evidence that Thomas was 
regarded as permeable between c. 200-350 CE, why should one suppose that it 
had previously been? 

Additionally, Wilson's influential comment that Thomas is a ‘rolling corpus’ 
is influenced by the analogy he draws with Chadwick's assessment of the 
Sentences of Sextus.39 However, the situation with the latter is quite different: 
Chadwick's comment that the two principal texts of Sextus 'differ profoundly 
in their order’ could not be said of the manuscripts of Thomas.*9 


Acta Orientalia 25 (1960), 332-338, may well be right that sayings 6 and 14 could have been 
a single dialogue originally. 

37 Р. Sellew, “The Gospel of Thomas: Prospects for Future Research, in J.D. Turner & A. 
McGuire, eds. The Nag Hammadi Library after Fifty Years: Proceedings of the 1995 Society 
of Biblical Literature Commemoration (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 327-346 (335)- 

38 E. Haenchen, ‘Literatur zum Thomasevangelium (Fortsetzung), TAR 27 (1961), 306-338 
(314). 

39 R.McL. Wilson," "Thomas" and the Growth of the Gospels’, НТВ 53 (1960), 231-250 (231). See 
A. Gagné, ‘Sectarianism, Secrecy and Self Definition: Relational Features between Jesus, 
the Disciples and the Outsiders’, in T. Holmén, ed. Jesus in Continuum (WUNT; Tübingen: 
Mohr Siebeck, 2012), 223-242 (230 n. 21), for a survey of those who have taken up this 
idea. More recently, note P.-H. Poirier, L'Évangile selon Thomas (NH IL2; P. Oxy. 1, 654, 
655), Témoin de la théologie chrétienne primitive?, in J. Schröter, ed. The Apocryphal 


Gospels within the Context of Early Christian Theology (Leuven/ Paris/ Walpole: Peeters, 
2013), 95-125 (118). 


40 H. Chadwick, The Sentences of Sextus: A Contribution to the History of Christian Ethics 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1959), 3. 
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Theological Inconsistency 

This is often alleged to originate in multiple stages of composition”! On 7 

S 

issue, however, it is worth noting th } 


For some, the reference 


at assessments of doctrinal diversity Wit 
Thomas do vary greatly from scholar to scholar, #2 


James’ leadership in GTh 12 and the 
53 display quite 


lin 
to 
criticism of physic al circumcision in Gp 


: , sarana 
incompatible stances toward Jewish Christianity? Or again 


‘On 
the theme of ‘light’: ‘The interpreter who tries to harmonize this particular Con. 
tent of log. 24 with other sayings in the collection will be disappointed .,, The 
collection refers to light no fewer than six times, but all attempts to tie these Say. 


ings toa common underlying doctr. 


ine seem forced.44 On the other hand, Othe 
scholars seem quite capable 


of discussing particular themes in Thomas 


and giv. 
ing accounts which hold toge 


ther reasonably well. One thinks, for example, 

Uro's nuanced treatments of authority in Thomas (which touches on the James 
question), and of the topic of asceticism 45 In the latter, Uro identifies tenden, 
cies rather than necessarily hard positions.*^ Popkes' treatment of light symboj, 
ism in Thomas produces a coherent account of the theme. The esch 
of Thomas, sometimes considere 
ficult to fit toge 


ору 
а contradictory, is in my judgment not too dir 
ther.?* The sayings cannot be boiled down to a neat s Stem, 


e.g, A.D. DeConick, ‘The Original “Gospel of Thomas" VC 56 (2002 
180). DeConick cites the multiplicity of doublets 
perspectives as the two rez 
can we expl 


} 167 199 (167, 


and the presence of divergent theologica 


* асс for, 
tsons necessitating explanation: How can we account for, how 
ain the presence of these 
well as the prese 


42 Neller and Da 


contradictory materials and doublets in one text as 
ligious traditions?’ (167). 

s, forexample, have t 
consider theological incon 
DeConick. See K.V. Neller, 
SecCent 7 (1989- 1990) 
Thomas’, JBL 


nce of so many re 


alked of the integrity of Thomas, and therefore do no 


ency to require such radical views of composition as doe. 
‘Diversity in the Gospel of Thomas: Clues for a New Direc tion 


1-18; S.L. Davies, "he Christology and Protology of the Gospel of 
11 (1992), 663-682 (664). 
аз DeConick, "The Original Gospel of Tho 


44 T. Zöckler, ‘Light within the 
of Thomas 24’, JBL 120 (2001 
45 К. Uro, "Who Will be Our I 
in Y. Dunderberg, C.M. 


mas’, 167. 


Human Person: A € comparison of Matthew ¢ 
) 487- 499 (496). 

еа 
Tucke 
Early Christianity: Essays in Ho, 
457-485, and idem, ‘Asce 
H. Moxnes, ed. Construct 
(London: Routledge, 


2 23 and Gospe| 


der?" Authority and Autonomy in the Gospel of ваны, 
tt & К. Syreeni, eds. Fair Play: Diversity and Conflicts in 
nour of Heikki Räisänen (Leiden/ Boston/ Köln: Brill, ate, 
ticism and Anti-Familial Language in the Gospel of Thomas; in 
ing Ea rly Christian Famili 
1997), 216-234, 


46 See Uro, 'Asceticism апа Anti-Fa 


es: Family as Social Reality and Metaphor 


milial Language’, 226. 


47 Popkes, ‘Ich bin das Licht, 641-674. 


48 SeeSJ. Gathercole, “The Heavens and the Earth Will Be Rolled up”: The Eschatology ofthe 
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( contradictions. On the other hand, Stead 


but neither are they a chaotic mass 9 М Suey à $ А 
2 as an explanation of Tkomas’s diversity of 


offers the heterogeneity of audience 


outlook.*" М M 
sw that the collection, because of its fissures and 


nasingle author merely moves the problem. 
work, which ought to be manageable to 
ntric and/or unintelligent final editor 


One might observe that a vie 
inconcinnities, could not come fro! 
Given that Thomas is quite a short 
edit, we are left instead with ап ecce Itisi Aa E ise that 
ЙЫ БАД teli Sa беде perfectly possible). t is иен to n s 
an editor putting into a rather haphazard final form a pasti, ы һа 
accumulated several layers would be just as capable of producing a similar work 

j rces. Such inconsistencies are a problem 
e theological tensions intolerable 
he part of the final editor however long 


50 whether over the course of a century 


by the compilation of multiple seu 
Р such 


for any theory, as—if one finds th 
tensions indicate carelessness on t 
the process of accretion has been, 


(so DeConick), or in the short time ! : $ : 
example, the Gospel of the Hebrews and the Gospel of the Egyptians (thus early 


Quispel).*! 


t would take an editor to combine, for 


The Presence of Doublets | 

presence of doublets perse, but their frequency 
in Thomas has raised questions.* Matthew and Luke both have doublets, 
finds in Thomas. Some, however, have identified 


the doublets: this is the conclusion of the most 


There is not a problem with the 


but just not as many as one 
particular literary reasons for 


Gospel of Thomas’, in H.-J. Eckstein, C. Landmesser & H. Lichtenberger, eds. Eschatologie — 
Eschatology: The Sixth Durham Tübingen Research Symposium: Eschatology in Old Testa- 
ment, Ancient Judaism and Farly Christianity (Tübingen, September 2009) (WUNT; Tübin- 
gen: Mohr Siebeck, 2011), 280-3 
49 G.C. Stead, 'Some Reflections on the Gospel of Thomas; Studia Evangelica 3 (1964), 390- 


2 


402 (399-400). 

50 DeConick, ‘The Original Gospel of Thomas; 178, remarks that Arnal's model of a kind of 
two-stage composition faces the same problems as does a unified composition by a single 
author. 

51 See e.g. G. Quispel, ‘Gospel of Thomas and the Gospel of the Hebrews’, NTS 12 (1966), 
371-382 (373) for Quispel's view of these two as the only sources, In the same article he 

attributes Thomas's doublets to the combining of these two Sources (378). Quispel later 


added a Hermetic source: see discussion of the development of his views in ET. Fallon & 


R. Cameron, “lhe Gospel of Thomas: A Forschungsbericht ANRW Principat 


and Analysis 
2.25.6 (1988), 4195-4251 (4217-4218). 


52 See e.g. DeConick, "The Original Gospel of Thomas’, 167. 
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substantial study of them;5? another scholar sees the later versions as the result 
ofimprovisation upon the earlier forms.** On the other hand, it may well be the 
case again that the author of Thomas is simply not a skilled writer. Arnal prob- 
ably rightly characterises the author/editor as ‘moderately educated’, but with 
‘little literary sophistication? Horman notes, not without some understate- 
ment: ‘There is not, I think, a drive to literary excellence in опа?" As in the 
case with theological inconsistency above, the doublets are a problem for any 
theory, as—if one excludes the theory of subtle literary sophistication they 
indicate carelessness on the part of the final editor whether one envisages a 
snowballing over a century or a process merely of combining multiple sources. 
As Neller points out, scholars have taken doublets as evidence in either direc- 
tion.57 On the other hand, it may be correct that the doublets аге deliberate 
rather than the result of carelessness. At least one of the doublets is introduced 
in a way that makes it clear that it is known by the author editor to be a dou- 
blet.55 Thus Dewey's view that the later versions are reworkings of the earlier 
versions may be right. 


53 J.Ma. Asgeirsson, ‘Arguments and Audience(s) in the Gospel of Thomas (Part П), SBESP 
(1998), 325-342 (329), identifying the doublets as inner Thomasine growth, rather than 
from assimilation of external sources. See also the first part in SHLSP (1997). 47 85. where 
the basic data is set out on pp. 49, 50 and 75. Cf. J-M. Sevrin, “Thomas, Q et le Jésus 
de l'histoire, in A. Lindemann, ed. Sayings Source Q and the Historical Jesus (Louvain: 
Leuven University/ Peeters, 2001), 461-476 (465), who takes the view that since a number 
of the doublets appear in the last zo sayings, they collectively function as а kind of 
recapitulation. The point is also noted by Stead, who deduces a rather different conclusion 
from the facts, namely that the original conclusion was perhaps around GTh 100, but that 
it was rather repetitiously expanded later (‘Some Reflections on the Gospel of Thomas} 
401). 

54 AJ. Dewey, ‘Keep Speaking until you Find ...: Thomas and the School of Oral Mimesis’, in 

R. Cameron & М.Р, Miller, eds. Redescribing Christian Origins (Atlanta: Society of Biblical 

Literature, 2004), 109-132 (117). 

55 Arnal, ‘Rhetoric of Marginality’, 489; cf. Sellew, who notes that some scholars regard 

= ‘asub-literary product’ ("The Gospel of Thomas: Prospects for Future Research, 

328). 

ЈЕ Horman, ‘The Source of the Version of the Parable of the Sower in the Gospel of 

Thomas, NovT 21 (1979), 326-343 (343). He had just noted aspects of the phraseology of 

Thomas as ‘surprisingly crude’, and reflecting ‘shockingly bad taste’ (342). 

57 See discussion in Neller, ‘Diversity in the Gospel of Thomas’, 3. 

58 Тһе statement in GTh 46 about knowing the kingdom by becoming a child is introduced 
with ‘I have said’, harking back perhaps to the similar thought in СТЬ 22. According to 
some interpreters, the comment about the world not being worthy of the one who finds 


56 
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Finally, none of the putative previous *editions" appears to have survived. 
This may be regarded as a rather facile argument, akin to arguing against Q 
on the basis that there is no manuscript of it. It needs to be remembered, 
however, how shaky is the foundation on which the theory of multiple stages 
of composition rests, and therefore such layers should certainly not be treated 
as known entities. 


2 The Problem with the Criteria for Assigning Sayings 

There are serious difficulties with the criteria adopted by scholars for placing 
particular sayings in particular strata. Two influential examples will be exam- 
ined here, Crossan and DeConick. Crossan's account is as follows: 


There may be at least two separate layers in it. One was composed by 
the fifties C.E. 
ity (see Gos. Thom. 12). After his martyrdom in 62C. 


possibly in Jerusalem, under the aegis of James's author- 


. the collection and 
maybe also its community, migrated to Syrian Edessa. There a second 
layer was added, possibly as early as the sixties or seventies, under the 
aegis of the Thomas authority (see Gos. Thom. 13). The collection is inde- 
pendent of the intracanonical Gospels [citing authorities]. Those twin 
layers are identified, but tentatively and experimentally, as follows: the 
carlier James-layer is now discernible primarily in those units with inde- 
pendent attestation elsewhere and is placed in the first stratum (Gos. 
Thom. 1), the Thomas-layer is now discernible primarily in that which is 
unique to this collection, or at least to the general Thomas tradition; апд 
is placed in the second stratum (Gos. Thom. Il). That rather crude strati- 
fication underlines the need for a better one, but it also emphasizes how 
much of this collection is very, very early.5? 


It should be noted that Crossan admits that his reconstruction is 'crude' and 
proposed 'tentatively and experimentally: It nevertheless has a significant im- 
pact on his reconstruction of Jesus.9? The ‘tentative’ mood remains, however: 
the whole paragraph above rests on а ‘may Бе, with a further 'maybe' and 
two 'possiblys' as well. Instead of 'tentatively and experimentally, one might 


himself in GTh ım is prefaced with "Did not Jesus зау. 


‚ alerting the reader perhaps 
to the similar statements in GTh 56 and 80. See commentary on this saying below, 
however. 

59 Crossan, Historical Jesus, 427—428. 


60 So rightly C. Quarles, "The Use of the Gospel of Thomas in the Research on the Historical 


Jesus of John Dominic Crossan, СВО 69 (2007), 517—536 (517-518). 
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substitute ‘speculatively’: is there any substantive reason why sayings with 
attestation elsewhere (especially the Synoptics) should be placed in the ear- 
lier stratum whereas those not attested elsewhere should be consigned to the 
later? 

Some of the same problems are found in DeConick's criteria, acknowledged 
by Quarles to be more detailed than the method of Crossan."! To cite the 
explanation of her first criterion at length: 


Secondary embellishments are very obvious when allegories and inter- 
pretative clauses were added to sayings, especially clauses that represent 
ideological positions common to later Christianity (i.c., L. 16c). Savings 
also were developed contextually through the creation of dialogues (i.e., 
L. 52 and бо) and question-answer units (i.e., L. балда and 51). In these 
cases, the saying is interpreted by focusing or extending its discussion to 
a particular topic, a topic which may have had little to do with the ker- 
nel saying. The questions, usually introduced by the disciples, most often 
represent concerns or issues from the later part of the first century (i.e., 
L, 53). The saying following the question most probably entered the ker- 
nel simultaneous with the questíon since they seem to function as units 
of explanatory material. It is less likely that a question alone was inserted 
before a kernel saying, especially in cases where the saying reflects the 
interests of later Christian discussions. The material that can be removed 
because it shows signs of secondary literary development includes that 
which has been shaped into dialogues (L. 13, 60), material which has been 
introduced into the collection by questions from the disciples (Ga/14a, 12, 
18, 37, 51, 53, and пз) and material which has been added to a Logion in 
order to provide an interpretation of that saying (16с, 21c, 23b, 30a, 64b, 
68b, тоос, 11b—c),62 


This is the first of three ‘principles for discerning intra-traditions' [ts flaws 
should be apparent: itis a fallacious form-critical rule that allegory is secondary 
and there is no reason why dialogues should be later accretions. ‘The alm 
that 'the questions that the disciples pose are invariably the questions that the 
community has raised and seeks to resolve’? sees in principle a remarkable 


61 Quarles, ‘Use of the Gospel of Thomas’, 517 n. 3- jem, 
62 DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas; 188-189. See further cadem, Recovering the Origi- 


nal Gospel of Thomas, 64-77. 


63  DeConick, Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas, 66. 
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level of transparency in the text. Such a view is also unworkable in practice: for 
example, the indirect questions in GTh 24 (‘show us the place where you are, 
since it is necessary for us to seek after it’) and GTh ол (‘tell us who you are, so 
that we might believe in you’) cannot simply be read as reflecting community 
concerns straightfonwardly, and they are in any case not answered directly by 
Jesus in the respective logia. 

The second principle is that certain sayings come into the collection as 
responses to crises.** One difficulty with this criterion comes with understand- 
ing the principle and the compositional model underlying it (at least in my 
understanding). The following statements may be compared: 


New sayings did not dribble into the text, one here, one there. On the 
contrary, they entered the collection en masse at particular moments as 


answers to questions about ideology or responses to crises situations.55 
Two pages later, one reads: 


First, the leadership ofJames seems to have been threatened. The commu- 
nity responded by promoting the maintenance of that connection (L. 12). 
Also, the authority of the community's hero, Thomas, seems to have been 
challenged at sone point in their history so they responded by adding the 
introductory saying and Logion (3,55 

'There is a difficulty here with the fact that this second statement seems pre- 
cisely to explain the entry of sayings ‘one here, one there’ as the result of very 
specific events. (Indeed, the second composition stage is stated explicitly to 
have only consisted of two sayings, each added for different reasons.9?) The 
application of this principle in particular cases is also strained: for example, 
DeConick sees responses to the delay of the parousia in a number of places 
where it is extremely unlikely: these include the disciples’ question in GTh 20.1 
(tellus what the kingdom of heaven is like’),°8 GTh 38.2 (‘days are coming when 


G4 DeConick, ‘Original Gospel of Thomas} 189-191. See further eadem, Recovering the Original 
Gospel of Thomas, 77 -95. 

65 DeConick, 'Original Gospel of Thomas; 189. 

66 DeConick, ‘Original Gospel of Thomas’, 191. 

67 See DeConick, Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas, 98. The sayings аге СТ 12, the 
result of a ‘leadership crisis, апа СТЬ 68.2, the result of ‘relocation’, 


68 DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 106-107. 
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you will seek after me but will not find me'),"? the collection of material in GTR 
22,7? and the parable of the woman with the jar.”! 

The third principle is flawed because it determines the outcome in advance 
DeConick divides it into two parts, each with an opening explanation: ы 


а. Shifts in writing 

As new groups of people joined the community, new types of sayings 
would have been incorporated into the text, sayings which would have 
reflected the needs, desires, beliefs, and interpretations of the shifting 
constituency.72 


b. Shifts in reading 

Not only would changes in the membership of the community have re. 
sulted in new material entering the gospel but it would have resulted in 
interpretative shifts within the interpretative reading of the gospel.?? 


Constructing history on the basis of what ‘would have been’ the case is clearly 
an unsound procedure, 

Finally, one can note the flaw in what DeConick sees as the corroborating 
evidence for her approach. She sees remarkable convergences between the 
reconstructed kernel of Thomas, on the one hand, and the Diatessaron and Q 
on the other: ‘striking agreement between Tatian and the kernel Thomas'?* and 
the fact that no Thomas sayings with a Q parallel can be found in the /ater strata 
(they all appear in the kernel)—‘this also cannot be coincidence*?? Indeed, 
neither of these correlations are coincidental. In the first case, the correla.- 
tions between the Diatessaron and Thomas (leaving aside here the speculative 
nature of any reconstruction ofthe Diatessaron), which are actually not as exact 
as claimed/6 are in fact an inevitable result of the method. The kernel Gospel 


69 Thus DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 155; eadem, Recovering the 
Original Gospel of Thomas, 172. 
70 DeConick, Original Gos, 


^ 192. 
74 DeConick, ‘Original Gospel of Thomas’, 197. 
75 DeConick, ‘Original Gospel of Thomas’ 198. 
76  DeConick notes two exceptions, GTh , and 13 (‘Original Gospel of Thomas’, 197); in fact, 
the article of Quispel which she Cites has others (GTh 12; 65; 76), and omits GTh 46; 74- See 


G. Quispel, ‘L'Évangile selon Thomas et le Diatessaron, VC 13 (1959), 87-117 (89-95). 
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.- that distinctively Thomasine elements, or 

has been reconstructed on the basis that € ; 
itv concerns, etc., can stre r- 

other material reflective of later community єс NER ү и d 

tions. The implicit basis for identifying 

аватара Де ore 
what is 'primitive' (as opposed to what reflects later EE 
s no surprise that when one compares 


wardly be identified as subsequent accre 


ui ў ` TOW iti 
Jesus tradition in the Synoptics. Ergo: ! CABE 5 m 
the kernel to the Draers, die foret (which contains mainly Synoptic 


material) overlaps almost entirely with the latten peni нн апе Él 
tains all that Synoptic material. The same applies si E s aie s 2 
with Q. When one strips Thomas down with thë бар m € на 
Synoptic material (again, having operated with the implici assumption tha 


the Synoptic material defines to a large соети what is primitive), ii iy hardly 


surprising that half of the remaining kerne 


at all, but an inevitable consequence. ч i 
а £ а 1 amining DeConick's treatment of the dia- 
i 9 


ful test-case, since, as we have seen, DeCon- 
ick avers that dialogues are some of the material pedi likely to contam pend 
identifiable later material. 23 out of the 114 logia m Thomas are dialogues (GTh 
B, a2, азу 185 98, 22; oy, 97, 49.50 БА, BP 60, 61, 72, 79, 91, 99, 100, 104, 113, 
» 12, , ‚ 20, 2 24, 35» 4»2" x Ае 78 оние H 
114). DeConick sees kernel material in 11 out of ме 237 н with опе 
exception, all the material in these 11 logig locatea im Me Md А opie 
n might naturally be labeled 'Synoptic-type'— 
). The rest is all paralleled in 


loverlaps with Q. It is no coincidence 


This can quickly be seen by ex 


logues.7? These should provide a use 


material, and the one exceptio 


"un n - ` > (6.2—: 
it is the negative form of the golden rule (6 3 
the parable of the mustard seed), 2110—11 (apho- 


Is), 24-3 (Synoptic saying), 61.1 (Synoptic saying), 
(Synoptic saying), 99, 100.1-3 and 104 (Syn- 


the Synoptic Gospels: 20.2-4 ( 
risms from the Synoptic Gospe 
72 and 79 (Synoptic dialogues), 91-2 
optic dialogues). 


Conclusion 


DeConick's method is actually in practice remarkably similar to Crossan's. 
Since the 'Synoptic Jesus' tacitly provides a framework for assessing what is 
primitive and what is later in Thomas, Crossan’s ‘Gos. Thom. I’ and DeConick's 


77 See DeConick, Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas, 67-85. The categories ‘question 
and answer units' (67-68) and 'dialogues' (68-69) slightly confusingly do not include all 
this material, and it is unclear why the latter category does not include the former. 

78 The kernel gospel is that delineated in DeConick, Recovering the Original Gospel of 
Thomas, 97-98. 
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kernel both consist almost entirely of material parallele 
pels. This occurs through what is largely a circular Process. Asa vesult, tliecases 
above arguing that Thomas is a rolling corpus cannot be regarded as proven. 
The present commentary will therefore proceed without reli: 
speculative archaeology, and will instead examine the 
we have in the extant manuscripts. 


d in the Synoptic Gos- 


ince on any such 
form(s) of the text which 


CHAPTER 3 


Named Testimonia to Thomas 


т " iquity and beyond indicates 
The number of references to Thomas in late antiquity a yond indicates 


corks such as Tho PNE 

just how persistent curiosity or concern about works s | | lOns was. 
sted lere: the i ivi {; 

Testimonia explicitly mentioning Tomas are mere ‘ly lis ndividual 


^ re The prese 
passages have been discussed at greater length elsewhe present list 


` ve previous c; 
roughly doubles the number noted in the most exte nsive | Is catalogue, 


` fairly clear te 
that of Attridge.? This list consists of 3.1 39. Which are ear testimonia, 


and 3.40- 48 which are more dubious. 


3.1 (?Ps-)Hippolytus, Ref. 5.7.2021 (С. 225CE)* 


od povov (8*) abtav extpaptupsiv pact тф Adyw TÀ Лосорішу aui io xai Dovyav 
(Gà xod tà Atyurtinv) лері тўу тоу yeyoveTwv xat ytvopévov xai ёсоцёусу Ett 
paxaplav xpußopévny ёро? xxl pavepovpevyy Qoctv. ўулер eet (MV) Evtde удро. 
поо Вас (оу obpavay Cytoupevny, nepi ўс біаррудту £v cQ KATA Өшнау ёлтүрафо- 
pévo everyyehin rapadiddacr Aéyovreç ойто Epi 6 TAY сорс Ev лоцдіос алд 
ётфу Ente: ёхєї yàp £v TH тєссареєсхоцдехато aiavi xpuBópevos pavspoðpar 

тобто дё ойу Ётту Хрістод 40а ‘Irmoxpdtous A¢yovtos’ Entà ёту malç латрдс 
ўшоо. dev obtot Tv &ру#үоуоу фос Tay SAwv £v &pxeyóvo vi&épevot слёрцаті, тд 
"Inxoxpáxeiov йжухобтес ёт! ёттїу uiou патрос naudiov £r tà ETWY, £v той céceapot 
(xai дёха) pasiv Etec, ххт& TOV Owpdy, elvat qavepobptevov. 


They (i.e. the Naassenes) say not only that the mysteries of the Assyrians and 
Phrygians support their own doctrine, (but also that the same is the case with 


1 Bibliography: H.-C. Puech, ‘Une collection de paroles de Jésus récemment retrouvée: L évan- 


gile selon Thomas, Academie des Inscriptions et Belles Lettres: Comptes Rendus (1957), 146. 166, 


esp. 149-152; Attridge, ‘Appendix: The Greek Fragments, 103 109; M. Grosso, Asyor Mnóxpugor: 
Aspetti della ricezione del Vangelo secondo Tommaso nel cristianesimo antico (PhD, University 
of Turin, 2007), 24-38; S.R. Johnson, Hippolvtus's Refutatio and the Gospel of Thomas’, JECS 18 
(2010), 305-326; S.J. Gathercole, ‘Named Testimonia to the Gospel of Thomas: An Expanded 
НТА 105 (2012), 53 89. 


2 Gathercole, ‘Named Testimonia to the Gospel of Thomas’. 
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Attridge, ‘Appendix: The Greek Fragments) 103 109. 
4 Р. Wendland, ed. Hippolytus Werke. Dritte Band: Refutatio Omnium Haeresium (GCS 


26; Leip- 
zig: Hinrichs, 1916), 83. 
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those of the Egyptians) about the blessed nature— at the same time hidden and 
appearing—of those that have been, аге, апа are yet to come. This, they say, is 
the kingdom of heaven to be sought within man, about which they expressly 
pass on a statement in the Gospel entitled 'according to Thomas’, as follows: 
'He who seeks me will find me in children from se 
the fourteenth aeon I am hidden and yet appear,’ | 

But this is not from Christ but from Hippocrates, who said, "The child of 
Seven years is half of his father’ From this they locate the original nature of 
all things in its original seed, having heard this Hippocratic doctrine that ‘the 
child of seven years is half of his father’ So they say th 
according to Thomas, he is revealed. 


ven years old. For there, in 


atin four(teen) years, 


3.2 Origen, Hom. in Luc. 1 (c. 233-244 CE)? 


TÒ хот& Oopáy єбєүү 


erixelphoovtuv: тё 32 тёссоро uóvov mpoxpívet ў той дєоў S$oQsta. 


Those, however, w 


ho composed what is entitled the Gospel according to the 
Egyptians, and tha 


; t entitled the Gospel of the Twelve—they ‘set their hands to 
it. Basilides had already ventured to write the Gospel according to Bastlides. 
m bid have set their hands to it’. For also in circulation is the Gospel 

Omas, as well as the Gospel according to Matthias and many 
others. These ёб 


me from those who 'set their hands to it" but the church of 
God approves four alone 


3-3 Eusebius, HE 3-25.6 (c. 311-323 CE)6 


- у є[8&уо( “Хону QÙTAÇ тє тобтос̧ xol тйс ÖVÓMATL tv drooxáAcv трд тфу 
ers "'Poeepouévac Tot фс IIérpou xal Gcp xci Max0to 3) xal тушу mape 


5 М. Rauer, ed. Die Homilie 
Reste der Homilien und de. 
Verlag, 1959), 5, ll. 9-11, 

6 E. Schwarz, ed. Eusebius Werke, 
Hinrichs, 1903), 252. 


y iechischen 
n Zu Lukas in der Übersetzung des Hieronymus und die о а 
таныш in: Akademie- 
5 Lukas-Kommentars (Origenes Werke, 9; GCS 35; Berlin: Akaden 


Zweiter Band: Die Kirchengeschichte I-V (GCS 9.1; Leipzig: 
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ToUtous Ашу evayyéArla nepiexovcaç (se. үраф&с) й wg Аудрёоо xai Twdvvou xai 
тфу Gov &алтоттдАшу makers Фу о08ёу obdapas Ev соүүр&риаті TOV хата TAS 


8iaBox&c ёххАтут\хтти‹@у Tiç avi sis нууну ayayeiv NElwoev ... 


. so that we might be able to know both these, and those put forward in the 
names of the apostles by the hereties whether writings consisting of Gospels 
as if of Peter, or Thomas, or Matthias, or of any others in addition to them; or 
Acts as ifof Andrew or John or other apostles. For of them, no man from among 
those churchmen of the successions has thought it appropriate to make any 


reference in a work at ай... 


3-4 Cyril of Jerusalem, Catechesís 4.36 (c. 348 CE 


тўс BE холуйс адук, Ta Teooapa póva є®хүүёйш тй 8ё Xon Pevdertypaga xai 
BAaBepd tuyydver. Éyponpotv xod Мамуаїо xatd Go uiv eSanyréAtov, блер єоді TS 
evayyeAvajs mpoowvupias Emixexpwopevor, dSiapbeipe các фоҳіс TOV &nAouctÉpov. 


Of the New Testament, there are only four Gospels. The others are falsely 
attributed and harmful. The Manichees wrote the ‘Gospel according to Thom- 
as, which is dabbed on the surface with the fragrance of the title ‘Gospel, but 


which destroys the souls of simpler folk. 


3.5 Cyril of Jerusalem, Catechesis 6.31 (c. 348 CE)? 


тобтор Labytal cpeic yeyovact, 8c pátc xai Ваддас xat Eopadc. рудєіс̧ &уосүүуш хтб 
тд хаті Owpåv edayyédiov: ob yap ёстіу £vóc TOV додека &тоттдАшу, GAN’ évóc TAV 


xaxdv xpiàv tod M&vv, рабутоу. 


He (Mani) had three disciples, Thomas, Baddas and Hermas. Let no-one read 
the Gospel according to Thomas. For it is not from one of the twelve apostles, 
but from one of the three evil disciples of Mani. 


7 PG 33.500B. 
8 PG 33.593A. 
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3.6 Didymus the Blind, Commentary on Ecclesiastes 8,3. 7 (second half 
of fourth cent. св)? 


дій тобто үойу xai ё Ynécepoc Абүос алтсүсрЕше түү, 02 

тохи è| фео |доурафу8 у. xai ypapa 

Ән&» Y, xata 11| тросу]. xai xav tis ар, 
par ў 2 


Atd тобто, proiv, xwAvopev тїу [£v: |е: 
діа [тт | Хеу тй £v abtoig xatapryévts ї 
Therefore also our teaching forbids the reading of the apocrypha, since many 
have been written under false names. Someone writes and then calls his book 
a Gospel, whether it might be ‘according to Thomas’ or ‘according to Peter’! 
But one ancient bishop of the church has put it well ‘Por this reason’, he says, 


‘we prevent the study of the apocrypha: because of those who are not able to 
distinguish what has been combined in them by hereties’ 


3.7 Jerome, Commentarium in Mattheum, Prologue (late fourth 
cent. CE)!o 


у. Et perseverantia usque ad praesens t 


empus monumenta declarant, quae a 
diversis auctoribus edita, 


diversarum hereseon fuere principia, ut est illud iuxta 
Aegyptios, et Thoman, et Matthian, 


tolorum, et Basilidis atque 


et Bartholomeum, duodecim quoque apos- 
Apellis, ac reliquorum quos enumerare longissimum 
est. 


+ And works Surviving up to the 
various authors and have 
I am referring to that (Gospe 
Matthias, and Bartholome 
and of Apelles, and of oth 


present time, which were composed by 
been the founts of diverse heresies, make it clear, 

l) according to the Egyptians, and Thomas, and 
w, as well as ‘of the Twelve Apostles’, and of Basilides, 


ers whom it would take too long to enumerate. 


G. Binder g L. Liesenbo | | 3 
Kommenta | TEAS, eds, Didymos der Blinde. Kommentar zum Ecclesiastes. Teil Li: 
r zu E 
Habelt, uos" Wap. 5172,45 (Papyrologische ‘Texte und Abhandlungen 25; Bonn: 
10 D. Hurst & M. Adriaen, eds, S. 


— n. Hieronymi Presbyteri Commentariorum in Mattheum Libri IV 
(CC, SL 77; Turnhout: Bre. 


pols, 1969), 1; also PL 26.17. 
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3.8 Ambrose, Expositio Evangelii secundum Lucam 1.2 (c. 389 CE)" 


Et aliud quidem fertur euangelium. quod duodecim scripsisse dicuntur. ausus 
etiam Basilides euangelium scribere, quod dicitur secundum Basilidem. fertur 
etiam aliud euangelium, quod scribitur secundum Thoman. novi aliud scrip- 
tum secundum Matthian. legimus aliqua. ne legantur; legimus, ne ignoremus; 
legimus, non ut teneamus. sed ut repudiemus et ut sciamus qualia sint in quibus 
magnifici isti cor exaltant suum. 


And indeed there is another Gospel in circulation, which the Twelve are said 
to have written. Basilides has also ventured to write a Gospel, which is called 
‘According to Basilides? There is also in circulation another Gospel, which 
is entitled ‘According to Thomas: I know of another entitled ‘According to 
Matthias: We have read some of them so that they may not be read; we have 
read them so that we may not be ignorant of them; we have read them not in 
order to hold to them, but to reject them and to know what the nature is of 
these books in which those prideful men have elevated their hearts, 


3-9 Philip of Side, Church History, Fragment (after 430 ck)? 


Лобууоу 
то0түу olópevot. то дё xa€ "EBpaious edayyeAtov xai тё Aeyópevov Пётроу хоў Owpd 
тєАє(шс &réBoOXov хірєтіхфу TADTA соүүр&рџата A¢yovtec. 


тАєїтто! xv архаіку түру “Iwavvou ёлистоАўу où npocísvcat évépou tivòç 


Most of the ancients did not accept the epistle of John, thinking it to be 
of a different John. But they completely rejected the Gospel according to the 
Hebrews and those called ‘of Peter, and ‘of Thomas; saying that they were the 
compositions of heretics. 


11 C. (Karl) Schenkl, ed. Sancti Ambrosii Opera. Pars Quarta: Expositio Evangelii secundum 

Lucan (CSEL 32.4; Leipzig: Freytag, 1902), 10-11. 

12 C. de Boor, Neue Fragmente des Papias, Hegesippus und Pi, 
Excerpten aus der Kirchegeschichte des Philippus Sidetes (TU 


169 (no. 4). 


ertus i В 
"S in bisher unbekannten 


5/2: Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1888), 
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3-10 Pseudo-Athanasius, Synopsis scripturae sacrae (c. 550 СЕ)? 


Tis Néac náv Лабус avtAeyopeva тауса. 
ITepío8ot Пётроо, Meplodot "Imávvou, Перісдо: Aux, E: 


day @тоттбАшу, KAnpévtia, Е Gy ретефрӣ 


xati Oupgá, At- 


A 


х d»x6éctepa xai 
6eórveucta. тобто TH dvery vim mkópeva. 


These are the disputed works of the New Testament: 


The Journeys of Peter; the Journeys of John; the Journcys of Thomas; the Gospel 
according to Thomas; the Teaching of the Apostles; the Clementines. By these, 


quite true and divinely inspired matters have been selected and paraphrased, 
These are read. 


3.11 Decretum Gelasian um 5. 


З (sixth cent. c&)!^ 


Euangelium nomine Mathiae, apocryphum 

— н nomine Barnabae, ардегурһт. 

tesis PUDE. ради minoris, apocryphum. 

апда Жол А apostoli, apocryphum. 

Йода nomine AB aei quibus Manichaei utuntur, apocryphum. 
Some, ien olomaei, apocrypha. 

: geta nomine Andreae, apocrypha 

e ar quae falsavit Lucianus, q «s А 

gelia quae falsayit Hesychius PHAR 
5, apocrypha. 

The Gospel with th 

The Gospel with de б of Matthias, apocryphal. 

The Gospel with the thor »i Barnabas, apocryphal. 

The Gospel with the Mic of James the Less, apocryphal. 
The Gospel with the че. ofthe apostle Peter, apocryphal. 
Gospels with the n4 e of ine Omas, which the Manichees use, apocryphal. 
Gospels with the name of A, cholomew, apocryphal. 

Gospels which Lucianus h "drew, apocryphal. 

Gospels which Hesychius ha abricated, apocryphal. 

as fabricated, apocryphal. 


13 PG 28.432B. 


14 E. von Dobschütz, Das Decretum 


38/4; Leipzig: Hinrichs, ки Gelasianum de libris recipiendis et non recipiendis (TU 
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3-12 Pseudo-Leontius of Byzantium, De sectis 3.2 (mid-late sixth 
cent. сЕ)! 


odtotxat BiBAia тух ёаотоіс KatvoTopodar Adyouat үйр evayyEAtov xatà Gopáv xal 
POurnov, @лєр нє; o2x topev. 


These people also invent various books for themselves. For they talk of a Gospel 
according to Thomas, and of that according to Philip, books which we do not 
recognise. 


313 Timothy of Constantinople, De receptione haereticorum (late sixth 
cent.?)!^ 


ol 8' ёт’ «отоо 0soc cost; Maviyator холуотородоту £xucols Satpoviwdy BiBAla, &rep 
tici tade- 


Tò Gav EboryyéAtov 
'O 8nc«upóc тїс бос̧ 
Н тфу EztctoAGv ópác 


'H тфу Muompiwv 

'H ёлтаЛоүос̧ AAoylou 

'H тфу Eùxðv 

"Н тфу xeqaAattv 

"Н x&v yty&vtov Ilpaypatela 

TÒ KATA Owpdy edaryyéAtov 

U tO Kate Ф{Ацтсттоу ebayyéAtov 

ta’ Al moder Аудрёоо tod &nootóňov 

tP” ‘Н mevtexatdexaty npóc Aaodixets "Етпистоћу 
ty' Tà Подод Aeyóueva tod Kuplou ... 


m о < DR 


os лум 


Those accursed Manichees after him (sc. Mani) invent devilish books for them- 
selves, which are as follows: 


1. The Living Gospel 
2. The Treasure of Life 


15 PG 86-L1213C. 
16 PG 86-L21C. 


CHAPTER 

3. The Collection of Letters 

4. The Collection of Mysteries 

5. TheHeptalogus of Alogius 

6. The Collection of Prayers 

7. The Collection of Kephalaia 
8. The Deeds of the Giants 
9. The Gospel according to Thomas 

10. The Gospel according to Philip 

11. The Acts of the Apostle Andrew 

12. The Fifteenth Epistle: to the Laodiceans 


13. The So-called Childhood Deeds of the Lord ... 


344 Bede, In Lucae evangelii ex, iti 
: positio 1, Prologue (late cece ^ , 
ight 6)" gue (late seventh, ¢ irly 


m 
a few Thomases’, var 


у ious 'Bartholomews' 
twelve apostles' are fo 


certain ‘Matthiases, even 
und to have 


named their writings with false ti- 


315 JohnofDa 7 
mascus, Orationes de imaginibus tres II 16 (c. 730 ск)!" 
Mavtxoot соуёүра 


Фау то xar бу єў ) 
Лёоута eboryyéntov, “та Өсрду edoryyédov- Үрёрате xai úpeîç tò хата 


The Manichees compose 


: d the i T ? 
write the Gospel according E ы” according to Thomas, As for you— go and 


17 PL 92.307C 
18 P.B. Kotter, ed. Die Schriften des Johan 


^ nes Von Damaskos, vol. 3 (Patristische ‘Texte und 
Studien 17; Berlin: De Gruyter, _ 


1975), 113. 
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3.16 Acts of the Second Council of Nicaea 6.5 (787 CE)" 


And the Manichees have introduced that "Gospel according to Thomas’, which 


the Catholic Church piously rejects as foreign. 


(Anon.) Quaestiones uel Glosae in euangelio nomine: Quaestiones 


euangelii 2 (late eighth cent.)?* 


3-17 


Sanctus Hieronimus dicit plures fuisse qui euangelia scripserunt, ut Lucas euan 

gelista testatur dicens: quoniam quidem multi conati sunt ordinare narrationem 
rerum, quae in nobis conpletae sunt, sicut tradiderunt nobis qui ab initio ipsi 
uiderunt, quia multos hereses (et) eorum doctores inuenimus praesumptiuo spir 

itu euangelia conscripsisse (et) nomina non sua sed aliorum praenotasse, quos 
et lohannis in epistola sua anticristos uocat, qui et in carne minime dominum 
confitebantur uenisse, et ideo ipsa falsa euangelia. quae scribebant, non sua sed 
aliorum nomina praenotauerunt, ut facilius in errore inducerent; ut est illud apud 
Aegiptios, euangelium Thoman, Mathian, Bartholomeum, duodecim quoque 
apostolorum nomina, Basilidis atque Apellis et reliquorum quos enumerare long- 


issimum est. 


Saint Jerome says that there have been many who have written Gospels, as 
Since many have undertaken to make an orderly 


Luke the Evangelist testifies: 
account of the things which have been fulfilled among us, just as those who 
themselves saw from the beginning have passed down to us”, since we have 
found many heresies and their teachers, with prideful spirits, to have composed 
Gospels and called them not by their own names but by the names of others. 
These teachers John calls in his Epistle ‘antichrists, those who do not really 
confess that the Lord has come in the flesh. And as such, they have not named 
these same false Gospels, which they have written, with their own names 


but with those of others, in order more easily to lead people into error. I am 


19 — Giovanni Domenico [J.D.] Mansi, ed. Sacrorum Conciliorum Nova et Amplissima Collectio. 
vol. 13 (Florence: Zatta, 1767), 293В. 


20 КЕ McNally, ed. Scriptores Hiberniae Minores. Pars 1 (CCSL 108B; Turnhout: Brepols, 1973). 


133- 
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speaking of that according to the Egyptians, the Gospel according to Thomas, 


according to Mat(t)hias, Bartholomew, also the names of the twelve apostles, 
of Basilides, and of Apelles, and of others whom it would take too long to 
enumerate. 


348 Paul the Deacon, Homily ; 


59: In natali Sancti Lucae evangelistae 
(end of eighth cent.)?! 
et perseverantia usque ad praesens tempus monumenta declarant, quac diversis 
auctoribus edita, diversarum haeresum fuerunt principia, ut est illud quod appel. 
latur Evangelium juxta Aegyptio: 


s, secundum Thomam et Matthiam, et Bartholo. 
maeum, 


duodecim quoque apostolos, ac Basilidem atque Apellem, et caeteros 
quos enumerare longum est ... 


.. And works Surviving up to the present time, which were composed by 
various authors and have been the founts of diverse heresies, make it clear, 
I am referring to that which is called the Gospel according to the Egyptians, 
that according to Thomas, according to Matthias, and according to Bartholomew, 
as well as according to the Twelve Apostles, and according to Basilides, anq 
according to Apelles, and others 


which it would take too long to enumerate 


319 (Anon.), Commentari 


А olus Byzantinus Scholi 31r (no later than 
ninth centi y , olion §1 (1 


Pun d is Ù beef ууда; vv nomudeuy Meyeri: хабсу +] piu 

covery ие, e 9 o ҮРӨ det үгуштхеу cà Во тйс ExxAnolac svi, 

Үоарџађ лора и Жал бобуу, (ух ётау àxobay, фоуўу Eévyy xal aby. 

@7/ Ken 6 by 82&y ta айтд doc CAnBivdv, ined) Eotev gospel liis 

ebaryyehoréy к v. Bet be Ywooxey tov ypappatucey và ёубрата Kal тас фошуйс xy 
» VA ў @0Аётроу хо pevdec edoryyértov õéëntar 


21 PL 95.1539R. 
22 A. Hilgard, eq. Scholia in Dionysii Thracis artem grammaticam (Grammatici Graeci 13; 
Leipzig: Teubner, 1901), 565-586 (568), and xxxvii on the date. 
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knowledge of those works. In making 
ar must know all the books of the 
so that when he hears a foreign 


Judgment of works is said to be accurate 
the schol 


use of this refined knowledge, 
estaments, 


church, that is, the Old and New 1 
phrase and a false book or work. he does not receive it as true—there is, after 
1 Jt is necessary for the scholar to know 


all, also a Gospel according to Thomas: 
the words and phrases of the Ev ingelists, 50 that he does not receive a different 


and false Gospel. 


320 Nicephorus, Chronographta brevis (c. 850 cE, perhaps earlier)? 


xal ёса тїс véas єісіу andxpupa’ 


і Neptodot Пётроо стіушу By’ 

8' Періодос̧ Тобууор стіушу BX’ 

Y Iepio8og Oc p& тт{хшу ay’ 

8' EvayyéAtov Kate Owpay стіҳшу 2" 
Avdayy amootohwy стіҳоу ,G -- 


And these are the apocrypha of the New Testament: 


1. The Journeys of Peter: 2750 lines. 

2. The Journey of John: 2600 lines. 

3. The Journey of Thomas: 1600 lines. 

4. The Gospel according to Thomas: 1309 lines. 

5. The Teaching of the Apostles: 200 lines -.- 

3.21 George the Sinner, Chronicon breve 3.162 (ninth cent., after 


842 св)? 


edi dé padytai Yeyóvact трєї` Өши@с, xai Bovdddac, xoi 'Epuác, ёЁ фу обтос ё 

Ө on үне &E£Bcxe Acyopevyy EvdaryyéAtov xoxà Өорбу" pydelc votvuv &varytva- 
tc тд atk Ocpáv ЕФоуүё\оу. où Ye ё évòç тфу 18', à А 
: . оо yep ёстіу £vóc TÔ , A 

хохоу tod Mavy paðytõv. FAROS GERNE QN 


23 C. de Boor, ed. Nic 
‚ ed. Nicephori Archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani 
© opuscula histori ,eipzig: 
Teubner, 1880), 135; also PG 100.1060B. кыы 
24 PG 110.556C. 
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315 
. Of these, tl 

i) had three disciples: Thomas, Bouddas and Hermas. - As suche 
3 ani) ha : ase mas. Ass 
міом duced а book called the Gospel according to Tho (ihe 
ШЕ as pro и А rom one o 
жузе = ead the Gospel according to Thomas. For it is not fre 

let no-one re: 


j the te evil disci les of Mani 
ИБ m one of the three evi | 
Twelve, but fro 


7 ей rum 67-68 
Peter of Sicily, Historia Manichaeorum seu Pauliciano 7 
2 e k 
3.22 e 
(c. 870 СЕ)25 
paudytal 8& тобтоу тоб dvtiypictou Му 
б8\@боуос, xai Owpåç 6 x6 хат autc, p 
xai "Ерџас̧, "Адоутос xui Адуромтос̧, öv атёттє) А 


Е { Bb не аа бнаа 
tor Yvyxat бё «отоо xa отоу л] (TLS 
TO dms. Ern) 


EVT: 


o 


A AS 
a x^ipatax xvpuxa TH 


p" (ans 
zv, ‘Tepe xai HpaxreiOn 
BATISTA revive, 
xai AgGbviec. ©тйруоу BE alta xui Ex non tu т 


а MA as 

тоута$ос, xai Zapovuc xoi Vagpiáiec. ру 
yéMov ob үйр ¿otv Evdc тфу 3oBexa &T6C 15A; 
@утур!сто› Mávevtoç uaðntóv Ите Thy ‘I 


ssor; 
; A ; Т his success 
There were twelve disciples of this antichrist Mani: Sisinnius gang eae 
: according tc 
Thomas, who composed the Manichaean Gospel named acco £ 


i lif- 
. ani) sent to € 
Bouddas and Hermas; Adantus, and Ademantus whom he (Mani) | bip 
1 i i ‘leides anc 2 
ferent regions as a herald of that deception, Hierax, Heracleide R ч une 
уу ‘r disciples: Agapiu 
nius were his interpreters and recorders. He had three other disciples: Ag: 


ere Е read the 
(who composed the Heptalogus), Zarouas and Gabriabius. Let no-one re 
Gospel of Thomas. For it is not from one of the 


of the twelve evi] disciples oft 
Heptalogus of Agapius, nor - 


i ne 
twelve disciples, but from О 


е : read the 
he antichrist Mani. Neither should one rea 
etc. 


3.23 Long Greek Abjuration Formula з (c. B7os)?o 


incontri "0тёра Мфугутос, Iatéxtov, ola pevotyy xai tod pevdoig ge 
] / f j РӘ 3t д i T 
0 TI) ай Штёра Кароссоу xcii Лёража жой "Нрох\е {дуу xod Aq0óviov 


D. Papachryssanthou, ‘Les 
І. Pierre de Sicile, 
PG 104.1265. 

26 S.N.C. Lieu, ед, G.I idia 6; Turnhout: Brepols, 2010), 
and Ethics (Corpus fontium Manichacorum Series subsidia 6; Turi 
140. 


DE E ineure 
i " auliciens d'Asie Mir 
sources grecques pour l'histoire des Paulici 
Histoire des Pa 


21); also 
i 70), 3-67 (30): 
iuliciens; Travaux et mémoires 4 (1970). 3 7( 


0; > опу 
х&].5 ri ri ichaean Cosmog 

| > ree S E "son Manic 
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E : 13 ‚ - Жей xttov, xal тоос AouTOds QÙTOÜ 
Уторуратистіс xai ёЁзүүүүтд тоу тоотоо соүүрарибто > 

Baby TAÇ йтхутас. У 

VOV TÒ хат" 


: А : «sicura father of the lie, and 
Tanathematize the father of Mani, Patecius, asa liarand the f v à и ta- 
А ; ius, the commenta- 

his mother Carossa, and Hierax, Heraclides and Aphthonius, the £9) = 
sinnius the 


: е rest of his disciples: $ 
tors and interpreters of his writings, and all the rest of his disci] - : 

= ses > Gospel sai э be accordin 
successor of his mania, Thomas who compose d the Gospel said ta s 
to him, Boudas, Hermas, etc. 


3.24 Synodicon Orthodoxiae, Anathemata synodica 10 (tenth-eleventh 
cent.)?? 


TH Gmo8eyouévo ў otépyovtt xà BiBAtov тд хоћобреуоу Айри, ў tác guvstyelatio 
Rap’ айтфу тёутє ётиттоА&с, ў тд xacá ттоуєїоу BiBalov, о Owpâv ial 
Atov, xod uy, B8sAvocouévg тафта xai Sramtdovtt Gc Äta бута торду Mapaverroper 
Yevéc6au, &váOeua. 


To whomever accepts or has affection for the book called The Oracle, orthe five 
Epistles composed by them, or the A Iphabetical Book, or the Gospel according 
ќо Thamas; and does nat abominate these and spit upon them as being worth 
only to be burned: Anathema. 


3.25 Pseudo-Photius, On the Recent Reappearance of the Manichaeans 50 
(eleventh cent.)?* 


pabytal u£vcot тоб Svcwvbpou Mavevtos yeyovact SwdExa Xtolvtoc ó xad тд ашна 
«тоб тйс 8оттєВобс Sidacnarlac dvadeEdpevos, хой Өшу д тё xat’ отд òvopa- 
ópevov cuvtakduevoc EveryyéAtov, Bovdac тє xai 'Eppåç xoi Aðduavrtoç xod Adel- 


HAVTOG, öv xai Butpópoic Otérepape wAlpaot vr) 1A vyc xal THs длостас(ос аўтбу 
xYipuxa ... 


?7 — J Gouillard, ‘Le Synodikon de l' Orthodoxie’, Travaux et mémoires 2 (1967), 1-316. For the 
anathemas, see ‘Appendix Ш. Les anathémes parasites de Ma, fol. 74-75 (= рр. 306-313; 
also pp. 17-18). 
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W. Wolska-Conus, 'Les sources grecques pour l'histoire des Pauliciens d' Asie Mineure III. 
Photius: Récit de la réapparition des Manichéens’, Travaux et mémoires 4 (1970), 99-173 
(127); also PG 102.41B. 
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There were, however, twelve disciples of the disreputable Mani: Sisinius, who 
also succeded to his rank in impious teaching, and Thomas who composed the 
Gospel named according to him, and Boudas and Hermas and Adamantus, and 
Adimantus whom he also dispatched to various regions as a herald of their 
deception and apostasy ... 


3.26 Basilica (Scholia) Book 21, Title 1: Chapter 45.3 (eleventh cent.)?? 
oi Mavévroc tod Пёртоо pantai 500 apyac ciccyovtes xai 500 бо. хүхӨду xal 
Tovrpóv, Thy пасоу 8pyoxelav @бєтофт‹ tH mo mpto or &ncvépovtec xai THY xeviv 
Bracpnpobow. Éyouci BÉ tiva evoryyéAta торёүүратта хата Divino xal Owpåv. 
The disciples of the Persian Mani adduce two principles and two Gods, a good 
and an evil. They reject all piety, assigning it to the evil and blaspheming it 
as vain. They have some Gospels which they have written additionally, that 
according to Philip’ and that ‘according to Thomas: 


3-27 Athos, Iviron, 728 (56) = NT Ms. GA 1006: Gloss on Jn 7.53 8.11 (uth 
cent.)30 І Е 


тё Ото той nate Owpay єй 
еф ооу тобто тоб хот Owpay ebayyertou ётту. 


This с , Я 
his chapter is from the Gospel according to Thomas. 


3.28 Euthymiu: 
S of C i Dos " ; 
eu о Constantinople, Epistula Invectiva (c. mid-nth 


ҮР®фє д2 elc то bri 
тобто, bre "i и ©туп тфу а{рєти‹йу 6 &үюс̧ Kúpoç ‘lepocoAdpwv xod 
Pocéyere, ác ol, tod BY dveryivmoxe tò xatà Gopáv everyyértov, 


D. Holwerda & H 


Кн J. Scheltema, eds. Basilicorum libri LX, Series B: Scholia (Scripta Univer- 
itatis Groningan 


ae; Groningen: Wolters, 1959), 4:1268. 
K. Lake, Texts from 


Clarendon, 1903), 17. 
31 G. Ficker, Die 
lalters (Leipzi 


Mount Athos (Studia Biblica et Ecclesiastica, Vol. V, Part I; Oxford: 
3. 

Phundagiagiten: Ein Beitrag zur Ketzergeschichte des byzantinischen Mitte- 
g: J.A. Barth, 1908), 161. 
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énet оўх dott tod áxoccóAou Xpictod tod dAnOtvod 900 ўроу, ФА ётёроо Owpe 


alpetixod, тоў Мёуєутос pad 


Saint Cyril of Jerusalem also writes against the records af the heretics Ше fol- 
lowing: 'Be careful, brothers, not to read the Gospel according to Thomas, since 
it is not of the apostle of Christ our true God, but of another 
Thomas, the disciple of Mani’ 


heretical— 


3-29 Theophylact of Ohrid, Vita Clementis Ochridensis 28 (late 
eleventh -early twelfth cent.)?? 


£l рёу обу wç Mavtxaiot тд хата Owpay sòayyéňtov, обтос üpeic хо ct mposveywelv 
D THY токтуу пЕрі tod mvevpatos Bones elevado, дебате crm 
Xexavovtagévov Kal cuorojsopev, pov Sf хой Wç süepyrévae Tipýoopev. ei ёт мы 
саро! рёу apyxais ò THs ёххАусіос̧ mapadetaos ¿x pies түс Хорус то ке , 
Matéaiov, Mápxov, Aovxâv кой ‘Iwavvyy, olpat, соуўхоте. ó dé пёрттоу sio&ywv 
evaryyéAtov трсхатбратос̧. 


So if, like the Manichees with the Gospel according to Thomas, you likewise have 
something else to offer which has introduced this teaching about the Spirit, 
show us that it has been canonised, and we will be silent. More than that—we 
will even honour you as benefactors. If the paradise of the church is watered 
by four principles (albeit flowing from a single spring), then understand them, 


as it were, to be Matthew, Mark, Luke and John. But he who introduces a fifth 
Gospel is thrice-accursed. 


3.30 Sargis Chnohali, Commentary on the Catholic Epistles, 'Preface to 
2 Peter’ (1154) 
(Armenian original) 


Works produced by lost spirits: 


The Feast of Mary, and the Gospel which is called 'of Thomas; and the Book of 


32 A. Milev, Gruckite zitija na Kliment Ochridski (Sofia, 1966), 76-146 (102). 


Я 


СНАРТЕЕ 3 
50 
the Infancy of Christ, and others similar which, under 


ave 
1semblance of truth, hav 
aimed to introduce what the church of God has not 


14 
accepted ИНЕ: 


3.31 Gratian, Decretum Pars 1, Distinctio 15. Canon 3, 8 35 (Carly mid 
twelfth cent.) 


Euangelium nomine Thaddei, apocrifum. 
Euangelium nomine 


Thomae apostoli, quo utuntur Mamchei apocrifum. 
Euangelium nomine Barnabae apostoli, apocrifum, 


Euangelium nomine Bartolomaei apostoli, apocrifum. 
Euangelium nomine Andreae apostoli, apocrifum. 
Euangelia quae falsavit Lucianus, apocrifa. 


Euangelia quae falsavit Hyrcius, apocrifa. 


Gospel with the name 

Gospel with the name of the Apostle Thomas, which the M 
apocryphal. 

Gospel with the name of Barn 


Gospel with the name of Bartholomew: apocryphal, 
Gospel with the name of Andrew: apocryphal. 
Gospels which Lucianus has fabricated: 


Gospels which Hyrcius has fabricated: 


of Thaddeus: apocryphal, 
anichees use: 


abas: apoc ryphal. 


apocryphal. 
apocryphal, 


3-32 Ivo of Chartres, Decretum IV, 65 (c. eleventh twelfth cent, 25 
Evangelium nomine Thaddaei, apocryphum. 
Evangelium nomine Barnabae, 


apocryphum. 
Evangelium Thomae apostoli q 


Evangelium Nomine Bartholoy 


uo Manichaei "tuntur, apocryphum. 
Evangelium nomine Andre 


naei apostoli, “pocryphum. 
ae apostoli, apocryphum. 


S, sce V, Саро 
In С. Clivaz, А. De 


` 

TE adition a niennes 

UND bate apocryphes de l'enfance dans la tradition armén 
Gospels: Storie 


ttwiler, L. Devillers & E. Norelli (with the assistance of B. Bertho), Infancy 
5 and Identities (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, zon ) 560 557 (977). ТЕ 

М Friedberg, ed. Corpus luris Canonici I: Decretum magistri Gratiani (Leipzig: Tauc ` 
1879), 38, 

PI. 161.280C, 
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Evangelia quac falsavit Lucianus, apocrypha. 


Evangelia quac falsavit Ysius, apocrypha. 


The Gospel in the name of Thaddaeus: apocryphal. 
The Gospel in the name of Barnabas: apocryphal. 
The Gospel of the apostle Thomas, which the Manichees use: apocryphal. 


The Gospel in the name of the apostle Bartholomew: apocryphal. 


The Gospel in the name of Andrew the apostle: apocryphal. 
The Gospels which Lucian fabricated: apocryphal. 
The Gospels which Ysius fabricated: apocryphal. 


3-33 Peter Abelard, Sic et Non: Ex decretis Gelasti papae de libris 


apocryphis (c. 122-1142)°° 


Evangelia Taddei nomine, apocrifa. 

Evangelia nomine Barnabae apostoli, apocrifa | 
Evangelia Thomae apostoli, quibus Manichaei utuntur, apocrifa. 
Evangelia nomine Bartholomei apostoli, apocrifa. 

Evangelia nomine Andreae apostoli, apocrifa. 

Evangelia quae falsavit Lucianus, apocrifa. 

Evangelia quae falsavit Ycius, apocrifa. 


Gospels with the name of Thaddeus: apocryphal. 

Gospels with the name of the apostle Barnabas: apocryphal. 

Gospels with the name of the apostle Thomas, which the Manichees use: 
apocryphal. 

Gospels with the name of the apostle Bartholomew: apocryphal. 

Gospels with the name of the apostle Andrew: apocryphal. 

Gospels which Lucianus has fabricated: apocryphal. 

Gospels which Ycius has fabricated: apocryphal. 


36 B.B. Boyer & R. McKeon, eds. Peter Abailard. Sic et Non: A Critical Edition (Chicago/ 
London: University of Chicago Press, 1976-1977), 108-109 (109). 
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3.34 Nicetas Seides, Conspectus librorum sacrorum 23 (twelfth cent.) 
тб pévtot Emryeypuppevoy хата Aiyuntious evayyé? /PAppevoy tv 
8685 


exa evocryyeAlwy ol ттгүүр&фесутес èneyeipnoas. 
evacryyértov. ўдү 8& &xóXuros xai Bactdcl3ng yeay 
TOMA! рёу обу énexelonouy xai хата MarSicy xat 


xata Copy 


R 


jv» evaryyeAtov. 


AANA пАғ(оух ... 


But those who composed the Gospel entitled 'according to the Egyptians’ and 
that entitled ‘Gospels (sic) of the twelve" they ‘set their hands to it. There 
is also a ‘Gospel according to Thomas' in circulation. Basilides had already 
ventured to write his ‘Gospel according to Ва» ае: Indeed, then, 'many have 


set their hands to it’; there is also that according to Mathias, and many others... 


3-35 Thomas Aquinas, Catena aurea in Matthaeum, Preface (c. 1264)?5 


Hieronymus Super Matth. Circa nume 


rum vero Evangelistarum sciendum est 
plures fuisse qui Evangelia scripserunt, 


sicut et Lucas Evangelista testatur dicens: 
Quoniam quidem multi conati sunt ordinare etc. 


ad praesens tempus monumenta de 
diversarum haereseum fuere principi 
Matthiam et Bartholomaeum, 
Apellis, 


2 €t sicut perseverantia usque 
clarant, quae a diversis auctoribus edita, 
a, ut est illud iuxta Aegyptios, et Thomam et 


duodecim quoque apostolorum, et Basilidis, atque 


et reliquorum, quos enumerare longissimum est. 


Jerome, On Matthew: Indeed, conce 
essary to know that there 
just as Luke the 
iia 2. Works surviving up to the present time, which жеге Cams 
zuo гы ie and have been the founts of diverse heresies, miake it 
айй Маң. Tring to that (Gospel) according fo the Egyptians, and Thomas, 
Basilides and pas Bartholomew, as well as ‘of the ‘Twelve Apostles’, and of 
Pelles, and others whom it would take too long to enumerate. 


rning the number of Evangelists, it is nec- 
are rather many who have who have written Gospels, 
Evangelist testifies: ‘Since indeed many have attempted to put 


87 PN. Simotas, Ne 
Patriarcha] Inst 
38 A. Guarie 
(Turin/ R 


ýta Setdou Sbvopic тўс Aylas Ipapys (Analecta Vlatadon 42; Thessalonica: 
itute for Patristic Studies, 1984), 270. 


nti, Catena Aurea in Quattuor Evangelia I. Expositio in Matthaeum et Marcum 
ome: Marietti, 1953), 6. 
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3.36 Thomas Aquinas, Catena aurea in Lucam 1.1 (between 1264 and 
1274)?? 


Ambrosius in prooem. in Lucam. Nam sicut multi in Iudaeorum populo divino 
infusi spiritu prophetaverunt, alii autem pseudoprophetae erant potius quam 
prophetae; sic et nunc in novo testamento multi Evangelia scribere conati sunt, 
quae boni nummularii non probarunt: et aliud quidem fertur Evangelium quod 
duodecim scripsisse dicuntur: ausus est etiam Basilides Evangelium scribere: fer- 
tur aliud secundum Thomam, et aliud secundum Matthiam. 


Ambrose, on the Prologue to Luke. For just as many among the people of 
the Jews were inspired by the divine Spirit and prophesied while others were 
false prophets rather than prophets, so also now in the New Testament many 
have tried to write Gospels which good moneyers have not approved. There 
is indeed another Gospel in circulation which the Twelve are said to have 
written. Basilides also ventured to write a Gospel; there is another in circulation 
according to Thomas, and another according to Matthias. 


3.37 Mechitar of Ayrivank, Chronicle I, зз (с. 1285)*° 
(Armenian original.) 
Then according to the New [Testament]: 


The Book of the Infancy of the Lord 

The Gospel of Thomas 

The Revelation of Peter 

Three Wanderings of Paul 

The Catholic Epistles of Barnabas and Judas (and) Thomas. 


39 A. Guarienti, Catena Aurea in Quattuor Evangelia II. Expositio in Lucam et loannem (Turin/ 
Rome: Marietti, 1953), 6. 

40 Translation here from M.E. Stone, 'Armenian Canon Lists VI: Hebrew Names and Other 
Attestations’, НТА 94 (2001), 477—491 (485). For the original text, see H.S. Anasyan, Arme- 
nian Bibliology, 5-18th Centuries (Erevan: Academy of Sciences, 1959), Lxl (in Armenian; 
non vidi). 
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CHAPTER 3 
Of St. Clement, “Which books 
Acts, and 


Apostolic Canons 


are to be accepted? 


The Revelation of John, which is c 
The Counsel of the Mother of c 
The Books of Dionysius of 
The Epistle of Timothy 
'The Book of Crispos 

The Words of Justos 

'The Orthodox Sermon 
The Epistle of Barnabas, 


alled Pilalimsis 


sod to the Apostles 
Athens 


2.38 Nicephorus Callistus, Historia ecclesiastica Book II, 46 (late 


thirteenth-early fourteenth cent.)*! 


Tlétpou фёрє eixeiy, © 


TEPLEXOVGUS xoi Пр@Ё єс &ToctÓAoy ёт 
Ё es 5 
BaD ovtar буу obtis тфу 


суүүрофёоу pvetory TETO 


Opa te xui MatSaicu, їс 
épwy, wor 
& ToO tA xy Ox бушу xa 
intar. 


d 


Let us take the Writings of p 
also those which Consist of s 


just as they put out those 
successors and ge 


eter, and of Thomas and of Matthias, perhaps 


ome other Gospels and Acts of other Apostles 
of Andrew and John: of these none of the apostolice 
Derations of eccle 


siastical writers have kept any record. 

-39 Samari М А " » 
33 ritan Chronicle Į] (manuscript dated 1616 cr )*? 
DIN DTPNR TUN nw, 


TAY nba Awa owhyy nunn оло mn DIPUN mp» 


DmDv лома DINI 052 nz5y MNN 


рулу NWI asp WNA 
main on n5inan т?з NMW 350 wy 
WRIN арр wpn nmva aap vun 


41 PG 145.888. 
42 — Sce]. Macdonald & АЈ.В. Higgins, ‘The Beginnings of Christianity according to the Samar. 
itans’, NTS у (1971), 5 


4-80: date on 54; text and translation on 66 67. 
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mbs5on nmva ano yan 
opo on o» nwa лэр "von 
nmn waipa nnw aan VYA 


The community of the Nazarenes possessed thirty-five Gospels, apart from the 
four which һауе ilready been mentioned. They are held to be all false. Here are 


their titles: 


The first: The Gospel-book of the Egyptians - 

The second: The Gospel-book of the Birth of Blessed Virgin Mary 
The third: The Gospel-book of Saint James the Greater 

The fourth: The Gospel-book of the Infancy Р 

The fifth: The Gospel-book of Leucius anel Seletinis 

The sixth: The Gospel-book of Saint Thomas 


Etc. 


Possible Additional Instances 


: "P x 3 
3-440. Origen, Commentary on John Fragment 106 (mid-third century)? 

ylvov &nic toc GM micxóc" xal ig TÒ óvopa 
pev &йшӨуутоцёушу Und тод TwWTHEOS 
cacws adtod xal т@у дфӨёутоу EV 1131] 


nepi 8# tol лёс Aéyexou атф “М 
дё tod Owpâ тофта dv rexOeiy, Ste THY 


pelCovoc Sewpiag repi crc £v тф ёре! METHHOPP 
Мосёос̧ хой HAlou xà дудрата petertolyoev, тфу 8ё Аотфу дай тобто тй SvOpLATA 


où ретепо(уосєу, ётє{ xod qùtápxn xal хав" EXVTE ўу парастос TÒ Exkotov Bos. 
тєрї pèv обу тфу Aoimdy йтоттдАш» 00 убу mpdxettat Аёүєгу, тєрї 8# той Owpå, ôç 
Eppyvedetat Alðupoç, Sık тобто, nel B(Bupóc tc TOV Aóyov Hv drroypapopevos cà Geta 
8106 хой pung Хрістод tots иёу tw £v пораВолоїс ЛаЛобутос̧, хот iStav Se тос 


Wiorg робуутоїс cà т@уто ErtAVOVTOS. 


Concerning how it is said to him, ‘Do not be unbelieving, but believe", such 
things could be addressed to the name of ‘Thomas’, because he (the author 
John) altered the names of those to be counted worthy by the Saviour of the 
greater vision of his transfiguration when Moses and Elijah also appeared in 
glory, but he did not change the names of the others, by reason of the fact that 


43 E. Preuschen, ed. Origenes Werke, vol. 4, Das Johannesevangelium (GCS; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 


1903), 561-562. 
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those (names) were sufficient in and of themselves for presenting the person of 
each. It is, therefore, not proposed at present to speak about the other apostles, 
but about Thomas, which means ‘Twin’, by reason of the fact that he was a twin 
with respect to the word, recording the divine things twice, and an imitator of 
the Christ who spoke to those outside in parables, but explained everything 


privately to his particular disciples. 


3.41 Pistis Sophia І, 42—43 (<. third cent.)** 


acarne Ge irrepe 1с саты єфїмппос nexay NAY XE COTM Hide THA KA ploc 
ATamaxe HHHAK ҳе HTOK HH өазмас HH H2.99210C NENTAYTAAC HUTH PH WOPR 


пмүстнріон єсє аўгхе NIM EFNaxcoy ин нећнг22ү YO HH eds n ETETUANAY 
ерооү ... 
TENOY сє таты нпауомт H 


нє{нәнәгү epoov ayw ATAPMNTPE AWB nia н 
хооү йб1їб riexaq fineqUaeHTHC хє пете оүй H2.2.X.€ HHOC €COYTH HA pPeHCOXTH ,.. 


єтвє па)дхє irrakaxooq єфїмїппос хе ATOK 


ernaceal AMMAKE NIM epus xoov nn uepuasaay nmn 
тє THNTEPO RANHYE nad сє NTE 


ey- 
MH OMHAC MN HàO0023IOC NE iray- 


TAAC 
NUTH йпауоктт erTH пауорп амүстнр RE 
оїн ayoa бтеттринтре ga pooy салгы 66 TATATE MBOX HMelgaxe ral WE WTA Tek- 
бом HOYOEIN 
профнтєүє Anoy MMOYOeId) 
20e мм Naagepata подоктт HANTPE п6 фмпп 


лон Eceai NMare шым trre TANTEPO Anoy- 


В “ти HHTpe c r TTL 
әт моүсис KE ITN MNTPE CHAY AYO) GOUT epe 
ОС HH OWHAaC HH HAOOAIOC, 


It happened that when Jesus heard Philip, һе said to him: ‘Hear, Philip, you 
blessed one, with whom I spoke; for you and Thomas and Matthew are those 
to whom was granted, through the first mystery, to write all the words I will say, 


and the things I will do, and everything you ү = At this time now, it is 
you three who will write every word I will say, anc the things I will do, and the 
things I will see. And I will bear witness to all things of the kingdom of Heaven’ 


When Jesus had said these things, he said to his disciples: ‘He who has ears to 


hear, let him hear. ... P i aai 
Mam: etitm pad the word which you эн to Philip: You and Thom- 

as and Matthew are the three to whom it em Lih SEN ironak Ше First 

Mystery to write every word of the kingdom o! Lig t, and to bear witness to 
y 


Sophia (NHS 9; Leiden: Brill, 1978), 71-72 (= alt. 142, 


т 
44 С. Schmidt & V. MacDermot РЕН 


144). 
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them’, hear now that I give the interpretation of these words. It is this which 
your light power once prophesied through Moses: "Through two and three 
witnessess everything will be established." The three witnesses are Philip and 


Thomas and Matthew. 


3.42 P. Kell. Copt. 19, ll. 13-18 (mid-late fourth century)** 


єк ]{лхмос erre почман erre HPHAKUNE гооү (тим) epe Tcpag[...]u 


HIPK€ TEKENATTEMA EBAN ес TKPICIC HUETPOC PATHE &[pi плпјостолос n Aman 


HEETE п 


[N]niioc [oisi |н сарин AN ext Apt n[s]Xere 


AMAPTG HRHAO AWANA мын нү 
Huay eic AKANE c? eNK[OYT eJn гаси ext пгоүо Rgo[ vo] 


Study [your] Psalms, whether Greek or Coptic, (every) day (?) ... Do not aban- 
don your vow. Here, the Judgment of Peter is with you. [Do the] Apostolos; or 
else master the Great Prayers and the Greek Psalms. Here too, the Sayings are 
with you: study them! Here are the Prostrations. Write a little from time to time, 


more and more ... 


3.43 Faustus (late fourth century), apud Augustine, Contra Faustum 30.4 


(397-398 CE)*° 
mitto enim ceteros eiusdem domini nostri apostolos, Petrum et Andream, Thom- 


am et illum inexpertum Ueneris inter ceteros beatum lohannem, qui per diversa 
possessionem boni istius inter uirgines ac pueros diuino praeconio cecinerunt for- 


mam nobis atque adeo uobis ipsis faciundarum uirginum relinquentes. sed hos 
quidem, ul dixi, praetereo, quía eos vos exclusistis ex canone 


rilega uestra daemoniorum his potestis inportare doctrinas. 


facileque mente sac- 


I pass over the other apostles of our Lord—Peter, Andrew, Thomas, and that 


one unacquainted with Venus and blessed among the others, John. These in 


various ways gave to young men and maidens by divine proclamation the 


45 I. Gardner, A. Alcock & W.-P. Funk, Coptic Documentary Tex 
Oxbow, 1999), 157, 160. 


46  JZycha, ed. Sancti Aureli Augustini De utilitate credendi De duabus animabus. Contra For- 
iL XXV 


rom Kellis. Volume 1 (Oxford: 


tunatum. Contra Adimantum. Contra epistulam fundamenti. Contra Faustum (C$ 


Vienna: Tempsky 1891), 751752. 
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possession of that good, leaving to us, and to vou too, the pattern for making 
virgins. But I pass over them, as I say, because vou | pl. have excluded them from 
the canon, and with your sacrilegious minds vou are easily able to attribute to 
them doctrines of demons. 


3-44 Etheria, ‘Peregrinatio’ 19 (c. 400 св)? 


Unde denuo proficiscens, peruenimus in потипе Christi dei nostri Fdessam. Ubi 


cum peruenissemus, statim perrexunus ad ecclesiam et ad martyrium sancti 
Thomae. Itaque 


ergo iuxta consuetudinem factis orationibus et cetera, quae con- 
suetudo erat fie 


ri ín locis sanctis, nec non etiam et aliquanta ipsius sancti Thomae 
ibi legimus. 


pom there I set off again, and we arrived in the name of our God Jesus Christ 
at Edessa. When we had arrived, we immediately went to the church and the 
кашуу of St Thomas. So then, after saying prayers according to custom, and 
doing everything else customary in holy places, we also read there a certain 
number of works of St Thomas himself. ў 


3.45 Innocent I, Epistula 6.7 (405 ск)?" 


Caetera autem 
» quae vel sub nomine jae si i 
Petri et Joannis, quae a mine Matthiae sive Jacobi minoris, vel sub nomine 


quodam Leucio scri ; ji 
d генй pa ist. cripta sunt [i 
sunt alia, non Solum repu 


el sub nomine Andreae, 
oni ilos T. . А Ps P 
da philosophis], vel sub nomine Thomae, et si qua 


dianda, verum etiam noveris esse damnanda. 


Others, hc 
Л )Wever. which a E 
the Less rena га appear either under the name of Matthias or James 
› е x н 
Lene osoan В à name of Peter and John, which were written by a certain 
erthe : ' 
the name of Andrew, written by the philosophers Nexocharis 


and Leonidas] 
ог under the m 
Р name of Thomas, and whateve 'rs the 
be: these are not mer hatever others there may 


condemned. у to be rejected, but аге ac tually (as you know) to be 


47 H. Pétré, ed. Éthérie; 


ои > ч 21* laris €. a 
48 PlsddisozA. Journal de voyage (SC zi; Paris: Cerf, 1971), 162. 
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3-46 Attr. to John of Caesarea, Capita VII contra Manichaeos (late 
5th-early 6th cent.?)?? 


àvabepatiw татас тас ромҳоїкёс BlBAouc, tov Aeyópevov map’ х0тоїс Oncaupdy 
xai тд vexpóv xai боуаттфёроу arüxàv EvayyéAtoy, 6 &xetvot rAavapievot Zàv Eday- 
YÉAtov &лохаћодсі, уєхрш@#ёутєс £vreüOev ўду rà 0800, хой MY пар' хото óvopa- 
Čopévny BiBrov тфу Алохрофоу.%9 


I anathematize all the Manichaean books, that which is called Treasure by 
them, and their dead and deadly Gospel which they in their deception call the 
Living Gospel, such that they are already thereby mortified from God, and what 
is called by them the Book of Secrets. 


3-47 Severus, Fragment (Cairo 8010a), Verso, Col. 1 (early sixth cent.)*! 


SC HBKYtUIOH HRHPITETIUKOC EAYKW NCMY HHAXOXDHE мтєгр^фн nni[B]e NTE пмоү- 
SNATEUPAIPECIC ETCOOYNE EIYAXE EHANH 


TE AWU) PUNENTANPEY AE WBW XOOY € 
HNOMUAC TEqMAOHTHE HNNENTAYROOY not NPAIPETIKOC THPOY’ 


« the circus games and the horse-races, when he foresook the books of divinely- 
inspired Scripture, and read from the things which the myth-makers—who 
are those of his abominable heresy —have spoken. I am speaking of Mani and 
Thomas his disciple and all that the heretics have said. 


3.48 Second Council of Lyons: Synopsis of the Canons against the Latins 
10 (1273-1277)? 


TH SE &AnOela тобто Td 80үн®%, тё moteverv Ott Kal ёх tod YloO тд Пуєдра Фхто- 
pebeta, Owpå туёс goriv aipetixod, pay ro0 тод Mávevroc, йс è &ytoc xai рёуас 
uatpcopet Коурос peta хой ФАУ &y cov. 


A9 Lieu, Greek and Latin Sources on Manichaean Cosmogony, u8. 


50 И is intended here to raise the possibility that the BIBAtov tov Aroxpiqpay might be the 
Gospel of Thomas, given the Manichaean usage of Thomas, and the opening words of t 
Gospel. | : 

51 W.E. Crum, ‘Coptic Anecdota (II. Severus and the Heretics}, JTS 44 (1943), 179-182, 

aurent, Dossier grec de l'Union de Lyon (12 


пе 


52 J. Darrouzés & V.I а 277) (Archives de l'orient 
chrétien 16; Paris: Institut Francais d'Études Byzantines, 1976), 564-573 (566). 
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In truth, this dogma, this belief that the Spirit proceeds from the Son, comes 


from a certain heretic Thomas, a disciple of Mani, as Saint Cyril the Great along 
with other saints testifies. 


Conclusions 


It cannot be decisively ruled out that we may not always be dealing with 
references to the same Gospel of Thomas in these references. It is possible that 
some other work may be indicated, such as the Book of Thomas the Contender, 
the Infancy Gospel of Thomas, or the Acts or Revelation of Thomas: as noted, 
an Armenian list even mentions an Epistle of Thomas (3.37). Various factors 
make these possibilities very improbable, however. The first and last of these 
are unlikely candidates, since they do not appear to have been well-known 
in antiquity. The Infancy Gospel of Thomas is an unlikely candidate because 
the attribution of that work to Thomas is late: the name does not appear, for 
example, in the early versions (the Syriac and the Old Latin ).** Additionally, 
some of our authors above explicitly refe 


G r to a Gospel of Thomas, an Infancy 
ospel and a Revelation under se 


| parate names (n.b. two or all of these in 
E 37, n a later part of the Gelasian Dec ree not cited above).?* It is 

re pro a 5 tosti dert à 
mon probable that the testimonia in 31-39 refer to the same work, perhaps 
in different forms, 


It remains to ask the question of whether these 
9 the interpretation of Thomas, There 

e wo i > 
nai im ады by ч Fathers. First there is Hippolytus's sugges- 
conventional sense ‘Gnostic’ xci or Thomas; the view that Thomas is in any 
cussion in Appended = " nc ele has now rightly been criticised (see dis- 
claim ofthe anonymous gl a er Introduction, § 10 below). Secondly, there is the 
is a Potential link here T (3.17) of Thomas's dubious christology. There 
them in flesh’, but this i е 3 ; - E noir ep 
ments abo ‚ Dut this is in fact not dissimilar frc 
en ani ut Jesus (see commentary on GTh 28) 
ntions Thomas ina list of other Gospe 


them " 
all with the same brush indiscriminate 
(3.29 above) a 


testimonia may contribute 
are three possible lines of approach to 


ment of Jesus, Ч appeared to 
om many conventional state- 
- Furthermore, the glossarist 
Is and is clearly intending to tar 
ly. Thirdly, although Theophylact 
dopts the anachronistic view of Manichacan origin, it is interest- 


Se А у Я 
ee A. Chartrand Burke, The Infancy Gospel of Thomas: The Te 


missi xt, its Origins, and its Trans- 
ston (PhD, University of Toronto, 2001) 118, 249, 270 et passim. 


54 See also Chartrand Burke, Infancy Gospel of Thomas, 15, 16. 
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ing that he appears to identify the centre of gravity of the Gospel of Thomas as 
pneumatological.5® This is a questionable attribution as well, however. 

One way in which these testimonia may contribute to our understanding of 
Thomas, however, is in their possible relevance to the investigation of Thomas's 
date, original language and provenance. The testimonium in $3.1 provides а 
helpful terminus ante quem, which helps to rule out Manichaean authorship 
(see 87.5 below). The earliest instances here (up to the middle of the fourth 
century: 3.1-6) are all Greek, which may be further support for a Greek original, 
given that— to my knowledge—there is no balancing evidence in Syriac.59 On 
the other hand, the earliest evidence is very widely scattered geographically 
(and so perhaps not so useful for the discussion of provenance): first, in the 
third century, in Rome (?Ps.-Hippolytus: 3.1) and Caesarea (Origen: 3.2), then 
Jerusalem (Cyril: 3.4-5) and Alexandria (Didymus: 3.6) in the fourth century, 
and so on. By the seventh and eighth centuries, Thomas is referred to as far 


west as the British Isles (3.14, 17), and by the twelfth and thirteenth as far east 
аз Armenia (3.30, 37). 


55 E. Hammerschmidt, ‘Das Thomasevangelium und die Manichier’, OrChr 46 (1962), 120- 
123, argues that the appeal of Thomas to the Manichees lay in connection between the 
'twin theology' and the conversion of Mani. 

56 — Ontheotherhand, some Syriac literature (e.g. the Acts of Thomas) does betray knowledge 
of the contents of Thomas, so this point cannot be pressed too far. 
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Early References to the Contents of Thomas 
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The principal area of difficulty lies in assessing the relationship between 
Thomas and other roughly contemporaneous literature. It is not clear, for exam- 
ple, whether GTh 22 has influenced the ‘two-one, outside-inside, male-female’ 
saying roughly paralleled in various places such as 2 Clem. 12.2 and the Gospel 


of the Egyptians: we face similar ditliculties dating these two work 


as we do 
in the case of Thomas ® The same must be said for the Gospel of the Hebrews 
cited by Clement of Alexandria, and so one must remain similarly agnostic 
about the relationship between the ‘seeking finding-marvelling-ruling-resting’ 
saying there, and the almost identical GTh 2.7 The very similar openings of 
Thomas and the Gospel of Judas also suggest some relationship, but the nature 


of that relationship remains obscure? Again, despite the confident assertions 
of many, it is very difficult to draw meaningful comparisons between the almost 
completely lost text of the Diatessaron (which needs to be reconstructed) and 
T 1 E А . 
lhe question of the direction 
of influence in the case of Thomas's relationship to some of the 


Thomas, most of which only survives in Coptic. 


textual tradi- 
tions of the NT is also a knotty problem tor the same reason. 0 


The Dialogue of the Savior (NUS XXVI: Leiden: Brill, i984), 1 as 


. - Later, they comment 
Syn Ке B ' 

Упор Gospels (Introduction, 10), In Коё 
own statement, The Dialogue of the Savior (CG Ug 


that Dial Sav. knows GUh qo. but not the : 
sters 


: | makes use of the СТА or a source 
closely related to it: but the date of this Nag Hammadi text cannot be established with cer 
Di shed w Cep 


Nag Hammadi Codex Il,2-7. Together 
» Volume One: € 


tainty: see H Koester, Introduction, in B. Layton, ed. 
with XIT 2 ^, Brit. Lib. Or.gq2001), and P OXY. i 654. 
Thomas. Gospel according to Philip. Hypostasis of the 


rospel according to 
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den: Brill, 1989), 38. 49 (39). The problem with the ide; 
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| M 1 that Thomas influences Dial. Sav., 
however, is that, while there are themes and language in coi n y 
" кча, Timon, there is nothing very 

‚ Е в ver) 


exact. Additionally, it is very hard to know which came first. 


6 See eg. W. Pratscher, Der zweite Clemenshricf (KAV a Gottingen: Vand t k & Ru 
gen: Vandenhoeck & Ru- 
precht, 2007), б2 64, on the problems of dating 2 Clement, & 
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н ; Quispel, Tatian and the Gospel of 
Thomas: Studies in the History of the Western Diatessaron (Leiden: Brill, 1975), and N. Perrin, 


‘nthe Gospel of Thomas and the Diatessaron 
(Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2002). 


Vangelo secondo Tommaso e il problema storico di Gesù, 
Gest. Fonti e metodi della ricerca storica (Rome: Carocci, 2 
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Even in the case of certain church fathers, such as Irenacus and Clement, 
who are likely to post-date Thomas, there remains the muddy question of 
whether the author knows Thomas or both share a common source. Irenaeus, 
for example, alludes to something like GTh 383 (Many times vou have desired 
to hear these words which I speak to you, and you have no other one from whom 
to hear them') in quoting a saying of Jesus from the works of the Marcosians, 


which he takes as authentic: ‘Often have I desired to hear one of those words, 
but I have had no-one 


who might say it to me’ (AH 120.2)! Later in the Demon- 
stratio, a 


parallel to СТЬ 19.1 (‘Blessed is he who has come into being before 


he has come into being’) is quoted, but attributed to Jeremiah: ‘Blessed is he 
who was, before he became 


some similarity between G 
reference to the 
vynotevelv), 


man’ (Dem. 44; tr. Robinson. In Clement, there is 
Th 27.1 (&&v pý vnotevonte tov xécpov) and Clement's 
necessity ‘to fast from worldly things’ (Ecl. 14.1: tov KOTPIKOY 
and to blessing on those 1 


: who fast from the world (Strom. 3.15.99.4: 
paxápior obtoi elow of тоб xdcpou wnotevovtes).!? GTh 38.2 (‘Days are coming 
when you will seek after me 


: but will not find me’) finds a close parallel in some 
manuscripts of Cyprian Te 


: il stimonia (attributed to Baruch or Barach): ‘For the 
time will come when both you and those 
те... but you will not find it/ me; 


remains doubt about whethe 
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Testim. 3.29: Veniet c, broadly, see Grosso, Aóyot Anóxpupoi, 141 187. 
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n 
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4-1 Reception among the Fathers 


Hippolytus (c. 225 CE) 

We have already noted the reference to the actual title of Thomas along with 
the accompanying quotation (very roughly) of GTh 4.1 (Greek: 'a man old in 
days will not hesitate to ask a child seven days old about the place of life, and 
he will live") in Hippolytus, Refutatio 5.7.20: 'He who seeks me will find me 
in children from seven years old ...' Following shortly after this statement is 
another possible allusion to Thomas, which Hippolytus also attributes to the 
Naassenes: 


Logion 11.3 Hippolytus, Refutatio 5.8.32 

In the days when you ate what is dead, If you ate what was dead 

you made it live. and made it live, 

When you come into the light, what will you do when you eat what is 
what will you do?! alive?! 


Logan also takes the Preaching quoted by Hippolytus as containing 'clear allu- 
sions to the ascetic Nag Hammadi Gospel of Thomas'!6 and Grosso discusses а 
number of other cases.!7 


Origen (mid-third cent.)!9 
GTh 23.1 (‘Jesus said, “I will choose you, one out of a thousand, and two out of 
ten thousand") may be alluded to by Origen: ‘As it says, I suppose, “one out of 
a thousand and two out of ten thousand" who are (also) the blessed apostles'!? 


16 Logan, The Gnostics, 78. 

17 See Grosso, Adyot Албхрофог, 65-138. 

18 On Origen and Thomas, see M. Grosso, ‘Osservazioni sui testimonia origeniani del Vangelo 
secondo Tommaso (in Luc. hom. Li; contra Celsum VIILis; in Jer. hom. lat. 1,3; in Jesu Naue 
hom. IV,3), Adamantius 15 (2009) 177-194; S.C. Carlson, ‘Origen’s Use of the Gospel of 
Thomas' (Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, New 
Orleans, November 24, 2009) forthcoming in print. 

19 Peritou Pascha 2.6.3; see B. Witte, ed. Die Schrift des Origenes "Über das Passa": Textausgabe 
und Kommentar (Altenberger: Oros Verlag, 1993), 126: @с Aéyet elc лоо [èx] xiMcov xoi доо 
£x роріоу, [Ov] xai of p[a]xapioi бпбстоћо: [5 ]fjpxov. 
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Origen's introductory formula (‘As it says ^ suggests he is quoting a written 
text here, and he shows clear signs elsewhere of knowing Thomas both by name 
and by its contents (see also the parallels to this statement in 884.4. 5 below). 

A version of GTh 69.2 (‘Blessed are those who hunger so that they may fill 
For we 


belly of the one who desires’) is also found in Origen Hom in Lev. 10.2: 
have found it stated by the apostles in a certain book: “Blessed is he who, so 
that he may help the poor man, even fasts for him 7" 

The fire saying in GTh 82 is quoted twice in Orgen.” Here we have an 
interesting difference between the two passages in which Origen cites this 
saying:?? 


GTh 82 Hom. Jer. 1.1 (11), 3 Нот. Josh. 4.3. 


Jesus said, I have read somewhe But remember what is 


the $ lour as saying am written 
fact, Lam not sure (either 

someone has imagined it 

of the Saviour or has really 
remembered it) whether it 

is true that it was said. In 

any case, the Saviour said 

there: 


‘He who is near me 


‘He who is 
К 5 0 is near me 
is near the бге; TAS 


‘those who come near to 
15 nec > fire: D 

near the fire; me, come near to the fire? 
and he who is far from me 


i he who is far f, "ied 
is far from the kingdom; o is far from me is far 


from the kingdom?’ 


д В — i 
20 inuenimus enim in quodam libe, 


ut alat pauperem. On this, se 
379-393, as wel 


llo ab apostolis dictum: beatus est qui etiam ieiunat pro et 
€ S. Witetschek, ‘Going Hungry fora Purpose, JSNT 32 (2010), 
ll as the commentary below. 

21 See on the saying J. Jeremias, The 


Unknown Sayings of Jesus (1 1 
22 For texts, see A. Jaubert, e bc asino i 


d. Origéne. Homélies sur Josué (SC 71; Pi 


21964), 66-73. 


s: Cerf, 1960), 154: sed 
t qui approximant mihi approximant igni; P. Nautin & P. Husson, 


gen lies sur Jérémie IE: XI. XX et Homélies latines (SC 238; Paris: Cerf, 1977), 
324: legi alicubi quasi Salvatore dice 


sive in memoriam adduxit, an ve 


memento quod scriptum e. 
eds. Origéne. Homél 


nte et quaero sive quis personam figuravit Salvatoris 


rum sit hoc quod dictum est ait autem ibi Salvator: qui 


tuxta me est, iuxta igne est; qui longe est a me, longe est a regno. 
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The Jeremiah Homilies probably predate those on Joshua (both c. 240— 
250),7 so Origen's initial doubts about the saying may have been forgotten 
by the time of writing the later abbreviated version; his memory of the con- 
tent also fades. The saying is quite probably derived from Thomas: both ref- 
erences are introduced by a comment about Origen's knowledge of a writ- 
ten source. The comments of Hedrick and Mirecki here are extremely odd: 
they remark that the reference here in Origen (as well as in other places) 
is ‘due to independent acquisition from the oral tradition, and ‘represents 
an independent performance of a saying acquired from the oral tradition.?* 
This is strange considering that, despite the differences in Origen's two state- 
ments, he says first (in Hom. Jer.) that this is something he has read, and 
second that this ‘is written’ (in Hom. Josh.). On the other hand, it is unlikely 
that Origen would consciously have associated the saying with Thomas, given 
his comments on it in his Luke commentary (see ‘Named Testimonia’: § 3-2 
above ).?5 

A looser parallel, to GTh 62 (‘I speak my mysteries to those who [are worthy 
of my] mysteries 


'), might be present in Origen's Commentary on Matthew. The 
fact that Thomas's text is restored (and perhaps even restored on the basis of 
a passage such as that of Origen) means that there is a degree of speculation 
here, however.26 


23 Jaubert, following Harnack, gives a date of c. 249-250 for the Joshua Homilies (Homélies 
sur Josué, 9); Nautin & Husson, Origène. Homélies sur Jérémie I: I-XI (SC 232; Paris: Cerf, 
1976), 20, suggest a probable date of 240-2 
24 CM. Hedrick & Р.А. Mirecki, Gospel of the Savior: A New Ancient Gospel (Santa Rosa: 
Polebridge Press, 1999), 23. Similarly, Hedrick's thought that Origen knew this saying from 
somewhere other than Thomas is unnecessary ("Thomas and the Synoptics: Aiming at a 
Consensus’, SecCent 7 (1990). 39-56 (45)). 
One does not need to suppose that Origen has suppressed a reference to Thomas here, 
contra R.M. Grant & D.N. Freedman, The Secret Sayings of Jesus (New York: Doubleday, 
1960), 90. 
26 E. Klostermann, ed. Origenes Matthüuserklürung, vol. 1 (Origen X; GCS 40; Leipzig: Hin: 
richs, 1935), 315, ll. 22-27: xa65 6 pev ctc napéðwxe тоќ олоуєріос костур xal тєАєт& оох 
ёлоцуєтдс̧, 6 Bé т\с ростўріх Oeod тойс &Elotc, xoi dváAoyov то тоюбтоцс paTHPLOIS TEAETAS. 
For discussion, see M. Grosso, '"I misteri ai degni" Un possibile testimonium del Vangelo 
secondo Tommaso in Origene, in Matth. Comm. ХГул4, Adamantius 16 (2010), 389-398: 
idem, ‘A New Link between Origen and the Gospel of Thomas: Commentary on Matthew 
14,14, VC 65 (2011), 249-256. 


6 for those on Jeremiah. 
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Didymus the Blind (mid-fourth cent.) 
The first part of GTh 7.2 (‘and cursed is the man whom the lion eats ... 
in Greek in Didymus, /n Psalmos (on Ps. 43.12): oa (yap) T% &v6grum ov ф&үєтї 


') survives 


AÉoyy.?7 
Secondly, we have another parallel to GTh 82, which may resemble the 


original Greek of GTh 82:29 


GTh 82 Didymus, /n Psalmos 88.8 


Jesus said, Therefore the Saviour said: 


'He who is near me 'He who is near me 


is near the fire; is near the fire: 


and he who is far from me 
is far from the kingdom; 


he who is far from me 


is far from the kingdom, 


Here the wording is identice 

from m eae and may well—again — reflect direct influence 

(‘Named Testimonia" ce s: the striking parallel with СТЬ 7, we 

Риу езара ke din "d а nat Didymus knew the Gospel of Thomas by name, 

Mibi lamer natin ба c in with Manichees and claims to have con- 

(though probably not GTh a Tau. it is possible that he may know GTI 
Бар y 7) from his Alexandrian fore : ч 


saw above 


bear, Origen. 


27 M. Gronewald Did) r xte und 
‚ Fdymus der Blinde: р. 2 yl 
Abhani il en iz; B fiho е; Psalmenkommentar, vol. У( зар; rologische Texte 


It, 2 Я ü 
Sünderin und andare арг 1970), 138-140; D. Lührmann, ‘Die Geschichte von einer 
phe Jesusüberliefe * 2 ys " 
NovT 32 "— 280-316 (s12. mar estan bei Didymos von Alexandrien, 
von Alexandrien’). " 
28 PG 39.1488: 81d pow 6 Lamp: ё 
тйс Bacuelac. 
29 1. Gardner & S.N.C. Lieu, trs. Manichaean Texts 
Cambridge University Press, 2004), 119-120, 


Logion 7 des Thomasevangeliums be Didymos 
VS pou ёүү®с тоб rupóc: 6 de paxpàv da’ ¿pov paxpdv ётё 


Jrom the Roman Empire (Cambridge: 
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Ephrem (mid-fourth cent.?) 
We encounter another close parallel to the fire saying in GTh 82 in a work 
attributed to—and perhaps written by 


Ephrem.?? The Syriac original is lost, 
and the work only survives in Armenian?! 


GTh 82 Exposition ofthe Gospel 83 

Jesus said, This is what our Saviour-redeemer said: 
he says, 

‘He who is near me ‘He who joins with me 

is near the fire; joins with fire; 


and he who is far from me is far from the and he who is far from me is far from 
kingdom. life? 


Here, interestingly, we have a close parallel to the saying in the form in which 
it is found in Gos. Sav. 71 (see § 4.2 below). Since the form of the saying with 
‘life’ instead of ‘kingdom’ gained a life of its own, it is even harder to discern the 
character of the influence. 

Part of Ephrem's Commentary on the Diatessaron (also surviving in Arme- 
nian), shows perhaps the influence of GTh 30.1/2. Thomas has, in Greek xai Sov 
els сту póvoc, Ayo &yo eipt peT adtod (cf. Coptic GTh 30.2: ‘Where there are 
two or one, I am with them’). To this one can compare Ephrem: ‘Where there 
is one, there am I also ... and where there are two, there am I also.?? 


зо  Ontheproblem of authenticity, see G.A. Egan, ed. Saint Ephrem: An Exposition ofthe Gospel 
(CSCO; Scriptores Armeniaci 5-6; Louvain: Sécretariat du CorpusSCO, 1968), Lix-xviii. 

31 For the text and translation, see Egan, Exposition of the Gospel, 1:67 (text) and 2:62 (ET) 
= J. Scháfers, ed. Eine altsyrische antimarcionitische Erklärung von Parabeln des Herrn 
(Münster: Aschendorff, 1917), 79. 

32 Ephrem, Comm. Diat. 14.24; see L. Leloir, ed. Saint Éphraem: Commentaire de l'évangile 


concordant (CSCO 137, 145; S.Arm. 1-2; Louvain: Durbecq, 1954), 1:200 (text), 2:144 (Latin 
translation). 


O 
7 CHAPTER # 


The Pse x асагі ” 
The Pseudo-Macarian Corpus (late fourth cent.) 


Quispel and Baker independently 


Thomas and the Macanan c orpus, with 
E 


In the early days of Thomas scholarship 
produced a list of parallels between 
both articles being published in the same issue of the Vagiliae Christianae: 


As Quispel put it, ‘Macarius most Probably knew the Gospel of Thomas and 


alluded to it in his writings. ; И 
: 5 Although there as 4 wood number of potential 


parallels to be considered, for reasons of space we will merely present some of 


the better examples.*" 


= $$ 


GTh 113 


Ps. Macarius, Homilies 354-5 
( Jesus said 
J ) As the Lord has said. 


‘Rather, the kingd f the Father i Е 
€ kingdom of the Father is The kingdom of God is spread out on 


spread out upon the earth, а Я 
F р arth, and people the earth, and people do not look into 


do not see it’ "m 
net 


This instance is rig ^g; j < 
ihe mosti ME regarded by Quispel and the editors of the Homilies as 
ompelling parallel, though there 


allusion to the doublet GTh o are others, including a possible 


E 


For the date, See M. Plested, Th 
16. On aralle i Th h Е SS. 
rallels with Thon ITOSSO, Лус; Алд i 
n hz 2t л Oxpugot, 1 50) 270. 


34 А. Baker, 'Pse 
; Pseudo-Macari 
Syrian Thomas afit Sand the Gospel of Thomas VC 48 (1964). 215. 225; G. Quispel, 


Macarian Legacy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 200.4). 
nas, see € 


85 Quispel, ‘Syrian Thom зр ео "e 
asa * Syri i 

36 Grosso, Aóyot Anóxpugo, E ке Mi 

37  OCcenowó XÜptoc: ў оссо т 

Text in Н. Berthold, ed, Ma 


1973), П.43. See further p. 


2260 235. 


га Oeo усо fret xai oi ёудротох оох éuBA£movaty axi). 
uc De NM Reden und Briefe (GCS; Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 
agel, ‘Apokryphe Jesusworte in der koptischen Überlieferung), 


in J. Frey & J. Schröter 
ie eds. Jesus į Sd bs: ` < 
Tübingen: Mohr, 2010), 495-526 in 2 n Evangelicniiberlieferungen (WUNT 2543 
әй 513 514). 


38 Berthold, Makarios/Symeon, Reden und Briefe, Lxix 
En het. 
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GTh 87 


‘Wretched is 
the body which 
depends on a 


body, 


and wretched is 
the soul which 
depends on these 


two. 


GTh u2 


‘Woe to the flesh 
which depends on 


the soul. 


Woe to the soul 
which depends on 


the flesh.’ 


Homilies 9.3.7?? 
‘Woe to the body, 
when it stands on its 
own nature, because 
it is destroyed and 


dies. 


And woe also to the 
soul, if it stands on its 


own nature alone ...’ 


Spiritual 


Homilies 1*9 


"Woe to the body, 
when it stands on 
its own nature, 
because it is 


destroyed and dies. 


And woe to the soul, 
if it stands on its 


own nature alone ...' 


The thought in Thomas and Macarius is rather different, though the language 
and structure are similar. Perhaps dependent upon Pseudo-Macarius here is a 
passage in Gregory Palamas, although his language moves further away from 
Thomas, and he introduces his citation with the words, ‘I have also heard a 


Father say ....4! 


Another parallel to Thomas can be noted from Homilies 9, which is not 


picked up by Quispel or Baker:?*? 


39 


40 


Berthold, Makarios/Symeon. Reden und Briefe, 1132-133: odal TH copati ónótav giç тўу 
éavtod púow Ёстухєу, öt dtapbelpetat xal dnoðvýoxer кой обой 88 xal тй oxy, ónótav siç 
TMV £cuti]s фослу póvov Ёттүкє ... . 

H. Dörries, E. Klostermann & M. Kroeger, eds. Die 50 geistlichen Homilien des Makarios 
(Patristische Texte und Studien 4; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1964), 12: obal сорот órótav 
elg Thy ёсотод pow Ёстүрхєу, ёт SiapbelpEetat xod dnoðvýoker xal obal фуу, el els Mv vcrc 
ctv póvov Eotxe xai elg tà &xucijs ëpya póvov nénoðe, pů Ёҳооса Belov mveú patos xowwviav, 
бт anoBvpoxer Cors alwvlou BeómToç ph xatakıwðeica. 

In Defence of the Hesychasts, 1 1.19: Exc 82 xoi той Aéyovtoç doc natpóç: Obal тшме, Sav 
Vj Thy ZEwOev просєуёухтток tpophv, xod ovat фуу, Stav uh Thy &ve9ev emdeEytar арку. 
For text, see Berthold, Makarios/ Symeon. Reden und Briefe, 1.127. 
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GTh 24.2-3 


Homilies 9.2.1 


He said to them: ‘Whoever has ears, let Therefore the Lord said, exhorting them: 
him hear. 


There is light within a person of light, 


‘Ifyou stand and do not turn, 
and he gives light to the whole world. 


and are a light to the body 


behold, the whole body of the world is 


If he does not give light, But if you, who are light; become dark 


as you turn away from the good, 
he is darkness’ how great that darkness which is the 
world. 


In both Thomas and Macarius, the 
the Synoptic Parallels). The rese 
by the fact that it is onl 
from GTh 87/ 112. 
Quispel adds two more 
of more speculative ve 
given what is clearer e 
Baker's article 


object of illumination is the world (unlike in 
mblance of language here is perhaps confirmed 
y shortly afterward that the preacher refers to the ‘woe’ 
examples which 
ntures which ne 
Isewhere in the 
adds six furthe 


are reasonably good, and a number 
vertheless are possible signs of influence 
corpus,44 


г parallels, though none is quite as close as 


which may be important is Thomas's 
supplement to Matt Y Ds | 


and birds have the 


lay his head and reg, himself”, 


New Homilie 


ng 8.20/Lk. 9.58, in GTh 86: ‘Jesus said, “Foxes have holes 
ir nests, but the Son of Man has does not have a place to 
lhis Thomasine plus 'and rest' is picked up in 
S 6.4: xod vanaj ).44 


homas and Macarius turn the statement about 
the least in the ki : ses rius 
he kingdom being greater than John the Baptist into a statement 


43 Quispel, ‘Syrian Thomas and the 

44 Е. Klostermann & H. Berthold, eds. Neue Hornilien des Makarios/ Symeon I. Aus Typus III 
(TU 72- V/17; Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1961), 26, Il. 27-29; Baker, ‘Pseudo-Macarius and 
the Gospel of Thomas: 2 


19-220. Some have labelled this a Tatianic reading, See e.g. the 
Diatessaron readings in Quispel, Tatian and the 


Syrian Macarius’, 228, 232. 


Gospel of Thomas, 187. 
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about the "little one’.*5 The others are less convincing.*® Grosso's excellent 
treatment includes discussion of those places already discussed by Quispel and 
Baker, and adds others: in all, he discusses 24 possible allusions to Thomas. He 
concludes, however, that Quispel's reference to the saying about the kingdom 
being spread over the earth (GTh 113) and Baker's Son of Man saying are the two 
most compelling instances.*? There is also an intriguing connection between 
the Macarian parable of the man carrying a bag of sand, and GTh 97 (see 


commentary on this saying below), although the precise literary relationship 


between the two is elusive. 


The Liber Graduum (c. late fourth cent.)* 

Baker has noted a number of parallels with the Syriac Liber Graduum, generally 
of the nature of short phrases.?? One of the more striking is the occurrence in 
both works of ‘fasting to the world’ (СТЬ 27, and 5x in LG).5? Or again, the 
opponents of Jesus in LG 660, то ‘call him the son of adultery’ a statement 
parallel to GTh 105: ‘Whoever knows the Father and the Mother will be called 
"son of an prostitute" ^5! There are various other parallels which also suggest 
influence from the Gospel, even if that influence on the Liber Graduum is rather 
slender and perhaps indirect. 


45 G'Th 46/ Spiritual Homilies 28.6: see Baker, 'Pseudo-Macarius and the Gospel of Thomas; 
217-218. 

46 Eg the saying of Jesus about washing the outside and inside of the cup has some very 
small shared variants in Thomas and Pseudo-Macarius: they have ‘you wash’ instead of 
‘you cleanse’: see Baker, 'Pseudo-Macarius and the Gospel of Thomas; 217. This is clearly 
very minor, however, and again perhaps a Tatianic reading: see Quispel, Tatian and the 
Gospel of Thomas, 187. 

47 Grosso, Aóyot Andxpupot, 273—274. 

48 R.A. Kitchen & M.F.G. Parmentier, The Book of Steps: The Syriac Liber Graduum (Kalama- 
700: Cistercian, 2004), viii, gives date of mid-late fourth century. I. Hausherr, ‘Quanam 
aetate prodierit Liber Graduum,, Orientalia Christiana Periodica 1 (1935), 495-502, gives 
a date at the end of the fourth or beginning of the fifth century. 

49 А. Baker, "The "Gospel of Thomas" and the Syriac “Liber Graduum", NTS 12 (1965-1966), 
49-55. 

50 Baker, ‘Gospel of Thomas and Syriac Liber Graduum, 50, as well as his '"Fasting to the 
World”’, JBL 84 (1965), 291-294; cf. also A. Guillaumont, 'NHETEYEIN TON KOXEMON 
(P. Oxy. 1, verso, l. 5-6), BIFAO 61 (1962), 15-23. 

51 Baker, ‘Gospel of Thomas and Syriac Liber Graduum; 51. 
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Augustine (late fourth/ early fifth cent.) —— 
em access to Mani's Fundamental Epistle am не 
stine had : S pus | 

ess l with Thomas when a Manichee (see § 4.4 belo irposesin Sermon 
acquaintec | Sh 
Thomas phraseology (probably unwittingly for из озуп} 
Thomasine а: BY (р 
on the Mount (c. 393 CE): 


Serm. Dom. Mont. M, 5.17 
GTh 3 (Co) 


ed to 
s believed 
ob God is 

б But if the plice o 

а ay to you, 

: who lead you say ) 

‘If those w! 


"ere; in the 
mn as d were, 
isi aven”, bein the heavens 
* kingdom is in heave n”, ае е 
“Behold, the king үнөн уы 


M tof greater 
5 recede then the birds are 
irds taven would precede 
> birds of hea 
then the E 


rarer to 

value because their lite is neare 

ies God. 4 
Shenoute Cfourth-fifth cent.) ———— 

Richardson and Young have seen reference to the ‘ma Г ) 


(GTh 114) in Shenoute:53 ‘Does she (i.e, the 
5 ^1 
sermon and to become godly in 
for males alone? Is it nc 


"ar th 
wife) not need w^ pns ain а 
all things? Is the kingdom of тев iai 
ot prepared for women that they “a tater 
also mounts an argument for a possible usage of GTh 21 by She 


52 For text, see A. Mu 
(CCSL XXXV; Turn} st deo vicinior: Fog 
partibus locum de lioris meriti sunt aves, quarum vita PE in (no editor), 
discussion, see G, Quispel, ‘Saint Augustin et l Évangile selon bcne hone Universi. 
Mélanges d'Histoire des Réligions offerts à Henri Charles Puech Ши 
taires de Fra ' 1974), 375-378. incratite? in D. Neiman & М.А. Schat 

C. Richardson, The Gospel of Thomas: Gnostic or Encratit i orges Vasilievich Florovsky 

kin, eds, The Heritage of the Early Church: E Us in Honor of Geor, 

(Rome: Pont. In 


ag ү 7 LX "Milieu 
amm, D 4 18, 
р j 35 n. 1); D.W. Your 
titutu 1 Studiorum Orientalium, 19 3) 65 76 (65т ) 
of N. Ha á 


tzenbecher, ¢ 


ini in Monte 
eri * Domini in 
d. Sancti Aureli Augustini de Sermone De 
пош: Brepe 


ibus mundi 
superioribus п 
Is, 1967), 107: sed мап caelis tamquam in зир 
i esse Creditur, me 


{л 
w 


37 (135; ef. 130). 
и ions, Vt*az 0), 127 137 (137 
di: Some Historical Considerations’, Vc 24 (197 


E 
E 


Young, 'Milieu of Nag Hammadi’, 132—134. 
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Didascali 
А final example ( 
GTh 4 


"PR бёй 

a (third/fourth cent.) "is a striking parallel betwee! 

perhaps not strictly ‘patristic’) is a striking ү they will say 
aps : ) üt is one house, they 

BW jw Make peace with one another in this one hc «sion of the 

to the mountain, 


Hs ə Latin ve 
"Move away”, and it will move’) and the 1 
Di dascalia: 


said to 
and said 
“If two agree as one, an 

Since it is written in the Gospel: “If two agree a ' (Didasc. 
this Mountain, ‘¢ 


li sea, it will happen" 
Fel up and throw yourself in the sea’, it will happ 
15).56 


А ^lated Literature 
+2 Reception in Nag Hammadi and Related 


. second cent.) Я 
Book of Thomas the Contender (late se гегу probable influence or 
er of scholars have drawn attention to the very [ 

Thomas upon other lit 


alks ofa 
на "n s. Layton even talks o 
Thomas the Contender and the Acts of Thomas. Layte 

St. Thomas’ 


у $ es 
i mas on th 
57 Poirier helpfully depicts the influence of The 
two books as follows:58 


A numb 


kof 
s such as the Book o, 
ame of Thomas, such as 

erature bearing the name of Thomas, ‘School of 
e other 


Thomas 


Act. Thom. 


Thom. Cont. 


The particular instances are these: 


i Lic: Tolle 
ixerint monti hu 
ü 1 et dixerini 
si convenerunt in ununi 
) 1 7 in ev lio: Duo si convene 
56 Quoniam scriptum est in evangelio: L 


Syriac Version 
А й stolorum: The Syriac 
t mitte te in mari, fiet. Text (rom R.H. Connolly, cay rien ae dbi di 1929), 135 
et mitte te B > А ' M : Cla : 
Ty lated and companied by the Verona Latin Fragments {9 Didareallanpastolorinetn 
ranslatec ACC 2) : ы ti e. Di Р à i 
;also cf. M.D. Gibson, à айа (TU 25.2: 
. the Syriac in translation on 134); also с à : sche Didaskali 
^ | 2 г Clay 1903), 73; Н. Achelis & J. Flemming, Die syrísci 
reg lish Ondon: C 11903), 73, 11. К 
: i x ticism 
NF 10.2; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1904), 345. (London: SCM, 1987), 357-409. For a Я 
he Gnostic Scriptures (Lo ` ' ivre de Thomas, 
See eg. B. Layton, The Gnostic Scrip: M "Honas; Livre 
un | 1 : P.-H. Poirier, 'Évangile de Thomas, Actes de Th: 
of this idea, see P.-H. QE 
^ 7 3), 9-26 (24). ae T 
Apocrypha 7 (1996). 9-2 е -— атанар 
is апы de Thomas, Actes de Thomas, Livre de 


л 
N 


CHAPTER 4 


GTh Prologue (Coptic) Thom. Cont. i483 4( Prologue) 


These are the secret sayings The secret words 

which the living Jesus spoke and which the saviour spoke to Judas 
Didymus Judas Thomas wrote them Thomas 

down. 


which L Mathias; wrote down, 
as twas walking. listening to them 


speaking with one another. 


СТЬ 2 (Greek [restored] ) Thom. Cont.140,42 141,2 
Jesus says, 'He who secks should not stop 
seeking until he finds. And when he 


finds, he will be astonished, and when he 


And th[c saviour] answered, saying, 
'[Bles]sed is the wise man who has 


sou[ght the truth, and who,] when he 
is astonished he will reign, and having 


has found it, has rested upon it forever 
reigned he will rest." 


and has not feared those who wanted to 
disturb him. 


In the latter case, because this saying is fairly widely distributed (see commen- 
tary below), itis possible that Thom. Cont. is dependent upon a different source; 
if Thomas is the influence here, however, it is very probably the Greek version, 
which is likely to have the element of ‘rest’ at the end, even though it is recon- 
structed. 


The Gospel of Philip (ѕесопа- 
On the fairly well-found 


Thomas, there is а Probable reference 
has come into being before 
Lord said, “Blessed is he 

pare the 


third. cent.) 
ed assumption that the Gospel of Philip postdates 
to GTh 19.1 (Jesus said, ‘Blessed is he who 
he has come into being’) in Gos. Phil. 64,9-12: ‘The 
sabe gum "dnm is before he came into being” .59 One might com- 

sand Lactantius noted above. 


59 See discussion in see A К 
520; Е.Е. ара see Nagel, Apokryphe Jesusworte in der koptischen Überlieferung, 519- 


“Von der Escha i i ‹ 
ы r Eschatologie zur Protologic: Transformationen apokalyptischer 
Motive im Thomasevangeliun: 


» in M. Becker & M. Ohler, eds. Apokalyptik als Heraus- 
Jorderung neutestamentlicher The 


ologie (WUNT II/214; Tübingen: Mohr, 2006), 21-233 
(230-231). 
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Also in Philip is a parallel to GTh 22.4 ("When you make the two one, and 
when you make the inside like the outside, and the outside like the inside, and 
the above like the below ..."). There is just enough extant in the text of Philip 
to see the influence here: ‘He said, “I have come to make [the things] be[low] 
like the things [above, and the things] outside like those [inside]"' (Gos. Phil. 
67,30-34). The other versions of the saying (С. Egy. / Cassian/ Clem. Strom. 
3.13.92; 2 Clem. 12; Mart. Petr. 9; Act. Phil. 140) do not have reference to both 
‘below/ above’ and 'inside/ outside’, and these are adjacent in both Thomas and 
Philip (albeit not in the same order). As such, a literary relationship is probable. 


The Gospel of the Saviour (second-sixth cent.) 
A fairly recently discovered example comes in the Gospel of the Saviour (or 
Unknown Berlin Gospel): 


GTh 82 Gos. Sav. 7199 


Jesus said, 


'He who is near me ‘[He who is near me] 
is near the fire; is near [the f]ire; 

and he who is far from me he who is far from me 
is far from the kingdom. is far from life. 


The statement of Hedrick and Mirecki that the latest possible date is the second 
half of the second century has been criticized by Plisch as optimistic and by 
Emmel as speculative.9! As such, the insistence of Hedrick and Mirecki that 


Go This number of 71 follows the versification in S. Emmel, ‘The Recently Published Gospel of 
the Savior ("Unbekanntes Berliner Evangelium"): Righting the Order of Pages and Events; 
НТК 95 (2002), 45-72. A translation can be found there (p. 57 for the relevant saying). For 
the text, see Hedrick & Mirecki, Gospel of the Savior, 40. 

61 See. U.-K. Plisch, Was nicht in der Bibel steht: Apokryphe Schriften des frühen Christen- 
tums (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2006), 28; Emmel, "The Recently Published 
Gospel of the Savior’, 46, and further, J.L. Hagen, ‘Ein anderer Kontext fiir die Berliner und 
Strasburger "Evangelienfragmente": Das “Evangelium des Erlósers" und andere “Apostele- 
vangelien" in der koptischen Literatur’ in J. Frey & J. Schröter, eds. Jesus in apokryphen 
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Gos. Sav's version of this saying must go back to oral sources (as in their 
interpretation of the situation in Origen) is questionable. As Emmel has shown, 
Gos. Sav. knows Matthew and John (and perhaps also Revelation) in their final, 
written forms.® Nevertheless, it is more probable that Gos. Sav. is not referring 
to Thomas directly here, given that the modification of the saying with ‘life’ is 
sufficiently well established to enter Ephrem's Exposition as well. 


2 Jeu (third cent.?) 
Among various slight allusions in the works in the Bruce Codex, perhaps the 
most substantive parallel to Thomas is the reference to the ‘five trees of the 
Treasury of the Light, which are the unmoved trees’ (2 Jeu 50): cf. GTh 19.3: five 


trees in paradise, which do not move’. 


4-3 Reception in Apocryphal Acts 


Acts of Thomas (early third cent.)°* 
This is the work which is probably most deeply influenced by Thomas. The 
first relevant reference comes in the marvellous scene in which the donkey 
addresses Thomas in the Acts. After addressing Thomas as the ‘twin of Christ, 
the donkey—like Thom. Cont. 


alludes to the Prologue of Thomas: 


GTh Prologue (Coptic) Ac. Thom. 39 


These are the secret sayings which the he twin (8i8upoc) of Christ, the 
living Jesus spoke and Didymus Judas apostle of the Most High, the suznznustes 
Tr as wrote th ; "Chri 

gom em down. of the hidden word of Christ, the one 


who received his hidden sayings ... 


Evangelienüberlieferungen: Beiträge zu aus: 
schiedenen Sprach- und Kulturtraditionen (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010), 339-371- 

62 Emmel, ‘The Recently Published Gospel of the Savior’, 46, 51, 53, 55, 59. 

63 See further Fallon & Cameron, “The Gospel of Thomas: A Forschungsbericht and Anal- 
ysis, ч GJ. Riley, ‘Thomas ‘Tradition and the Acts of Thomas’, SBLSP (1991), 533-542- 
P.-H. Poirier, ‘The Writings Ascribed to Thomas and the Thomas Tradition’, in J.D. Turner 
& A. MeGuire eds. The Nag Hammadi Library after Fifty Years: Proceedings of the 1995 Soci- 
ety of Biblical Literature Commemoration (NHMS 44; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 295-307 (302), 
notes that Ac. Thom's ‘precise knowledge' of Thomas is 


rkanonischen Jesusüberlieferungen aus 


‘a well-known fact’. 
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The similar language of hidden sayings (in Greek: ot Aóyot ot [&róxpugoi]/ tà 


&nóxpuga Аёүш in connection with Thomas probably indicates influence here. 
Again, there is influence in a later section of the Acts of Thomas, in which 
"Thomas is the speaker: 


GTh 13.6, 8 Ac. Thom. 47 
And he (Jesus) took him (Thomas), and 2. you who separated me privately from 
withdrew, and spoke three words to him all my companions, and spoke to me 


three words by which I am inflamed, and 
Thomas said to them, ‘If I told vou one of which I am unable to speak to others. 
the words which he spoke to me, vou 
would pick up stones and throw them at 
me. But fire would come out of the 


stones and burn you. 


Another probable mark of influence, albeit a fleeting one, appears in Ac. Thom. 
136 with its reference — reversing the order in the Gospel of Thomas—to ‘those 
who rest, and, having rested, reign’ (cf. СТЬ 2.4-5 Greek: ‘he will reign, and 
having reigned, he will rest’). 


Martyrdom of Peter 
Mart. Petr. 9 has some features in common with Thomas's version of the ‘mak- 
ing the two one’ saying (cf. 2 Clem. 12; Clem. Strom. 343.92). GTh 22 has as the 


(cf. £&v po) noote ... in Mart. Petr. 9), 
and they share a reference to 'the above like the below’ not present in other 


condition for salvation ‘if you make ... 


versions.9* 
There may be other allusions in other Acts, but these are rather more dis- 


tant. 


64 “The above like the below’ does appear in Ac. Phil. 140, but this seems to be dependent 


upon Mart. Petr. For the texts and discussion, see Pratscher, Der zweite Clemensbrief, 162. 


65 In Ac. Jn 39, John says to the men of Ephesu 


'And yet you are blinded in your hearts and 
cannot recover your sight! This may refer to СТЬ 28.3 (тофАо!{ siaw тй xapòlg abrav xai où 
Baérovow ...). The language is fairly close, but the collocation of of hearts and seeing is a 
common one. 
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4-4 Reception in Manichacan Literature“ 


We noted above (Introduction, § 3: "Named Testimonia the abundance of 
Patristic references to a connection between the Manichees and Thomas, even 
though the work is not mentioned by name in any extant Manichaean text 
Despite this absence, there are numerous points at which Mant haean works 
allude to Thomas, in one case in the form of an actual citation. Hammerschmidt 
ascribes the importance of Thomas in Manichaersam to the parallel between 
Mani's “conversion” and the identity of Thomas as the twin of Jesus, and e 
identified Thomas with the Gospel of the Manichacans/^? Funk has a slightly 
different explanation of the function of Thomas in this context, arguing that 
Mani or his followers were interested in Thomas because it helped to articulate 
their ecclesiology and doctrine of election.” Coyle is much more cautious 


66 On Thomas and M. 


anichaean literature in general, see Мапипегы Ва, "Ihomasevan- 
geliur und die Manichaer’, 


vangelium’, in S. Emmel, et 
Zeit: Akten des 6, 


120 422; J Helderman, Manicharhe Zuge im Thomase 
al, eds. Agypten und Nubien in spatantiker und christlicher 
Internationales Coptelogenkongresses Munster, 20. 26. [ий ( Wiesbaden: 
Reichert, 1999), 145. ддд: H.-J. Klimkett, Apocryphal Gospels in Central and Eas 
in idem & M, Heuser, eds, Studies in Manwhean Literature and Art (NUMS XING Lei- 
den: Brill, 1999), 189-211; W.-p, Funk, '"Einer aus tausend, zwei aus zehintausend": 
ien m Thomasevangelium in den koptischen Manichaica, in Н. G. Веде, S. тате, 
K.L. King & I. Schletterer, eds, For the Children, Perfect Instruction: Studies in Honor of Hans- 


Martin $, e ; т 
Martin chenke (NHMS 54: Leiden/ Boston: Brill. 2002), 67. 94; K. Coyle, “The Gospel of 
Thomas in Manichaeism? in I 


“L Évangile selon Thomas е 
Peeters, 2007), 75-91; P. Na 
und im Manichäismug, i 


Entstehung— Rezeption 
Grosso, 


side: 


Painchaud & P.H. Poirier, eds. Colloque internationale: 
t les textes de Nag Hammadi”: Québec, 29 41 mat 2003 (Leuven: 


zel, Synoptische Evangelicntraditionen im Thomasevangelium 
nJ. Frey, J. Schröter & E 
— Theologie (BZNW 15; 
277-304, 


Popkes, eds, Das Thomasevangelium: 
7: Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008), 272-293: 
and n.b. Grosso's list on р. 303, which expands con- 
И Possible influences of Thomas upon Manichaean literature (cf. 
Manichdische Züge 
Manichacan Psalm 278 and Gospel of Thomas зу, in A. van Tonger 
eds. Manichaica Selecta: Studies Presented to Professor Julien Ries on the 
tion ot enne id (Manichacan Studies, i; Leuven: International Assoc 
]. Helderman, "ugs В les ane the Centre of the History of Religions, 1991), 243-262, and 
Dottesspruch-in dey p om алы schen Gesichtspunkt ausgesehen’, in W. Beltz, ed. Der 

: Ptischen Literatur: Hans-Martin Schenke zum 65. Geburtstag (Halle: 
Druckerei der Martin-Luther-Universitit, 1994), 149 161. 


‘Thomasevan 
68 Funk, ‘Finer aus tause 


484 486). Studies of specific sayings include 


Occasion of his 


j schmidt 
67 Hammersehmidt, gelium und die Manicháer, 123. 


nd, zwei aus zehntausend' 91-92. 


EARLY REFERENCES TO THE CONTENTS OF THOMAS 8 


(indeed, over-cautious) in his conclusion that Manichaeans do not necessarily 
know Thomas at all.69 


Mani, Epistula Fundamenti (mid-third cent.) 
The first allusion, to Thomas's Prologue + GTh 1, comes in Mani's own Epistula 
Fundamenti, preserved by Augustine: ‘These are the saving words, from the 
eternal and living source. Whoever hears them and first believes in them and 
thereafter keeps what they point to, will never be liable to death ...' (Epistula 
Fundamenti fr. 2),70 Compare Thomas: "These are the secret sayings which the 
living Jesus spoke and Didymus Judas Thomas wrote them down. And he said, 


“Whoever finds the interpretation of these sayings will not taste death.”’ 


Kephalaia of the Teacher (1 Keph.) (late third cent.) | 

We have what looks like а quotation of GTh 5.1 (‘know the one who is before 
your face, and what is hidden from you will be revealed to you’) in 7 Keph. 
163:28-29: 'Indeed, concerning the mystery that is hidden from the sects, the 
saviour cast an allusion [to] his disciples: "Understand that which is before your 
faces and that which is hidden from you will be revealed to you." 7! A reference 
to GTh 23.1 (T will choose you, one from a thousand, and two from ten thousand 
+’) is also apparent in т Keph. 285:24—28: 1 have [ch]o[sen] yo[u], one [from a 
thousand], two from ten thousand’ (cf. also $$ 4.1, 5).72 


Kephalaia of the Wisdom of My Lord Mani (2 Keph.) (/ate third 
cent.)73 


It is unclear whether the Kephalaia of the Wisdom of my Lord Mani from the 


Chester Beatty collection (2 Keph.) is simply a continuation of the Kephalaia of 


69 Coyle, "The 


Gospel of Thomas in Manichaeism?’ 90—91. 
70 


Epistula Fundamenti, fr. 2 = Augustine, Contra epistulam fundamenti п. See Zycha, E 
Sancti Aureli Augustini De utilitate credendi, 206, and Contra Felicem 1.1 (J. Zycha» ed. x um 
Aureli Augustini Contra Felicem de natura boni ... [CSEL XXV/2; Vienna: Tempsky, 1892] 
801). 
1. Gardner, The Kephalaia ofthe Teacher: The Edited Coptic Manichaean Texts in sei 
with Commentary (NHMS; Leiden: Brill, 1995), 173; Funk, ‘Einer aus tausend, z2wel 
zehntausend’, 74-75; Nagel, ‘Synoptische Evangelientraditionen’, 288-289. T 
72 For a rougher parallel to the ‘one out of a thousand ...’ saying, see Psalm-Book 44 
(Bema-Psalm 220): see Nagel, ‘Apokryphe Jesusworte’ 506. | xar 
73 See Funk, ‘Einer aus tausend, zwei aus zehntausend’, 79-85; Nagel, 'Synoptische 
gelientraditionen’, 282-284. 
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the Teacher (the Berlin Kephalaia, отт Keph.), or a distinct work.” Nevertheless, 
it too has an important parallel with Thomas. 


Matt. 12.31-32 

Therefore I say to you, 
every sin and blasphemy 
will be forgiven men, but 
blasphemy of the Spirit 
will not be forgiven. 


And whoever speaks a 
word against the Son of 
Man, it will be forgiven 
him. 


But whoever speaks 
against the Holy Spirit, 
it will not be forgiven him, 


GTh 44 


Jesus said, 


Whoever blasphemes the 


Father, he will be forgiven. 


And whoever blasphemes 
the Son, 


he will be forgiven. 


But whoever blasphemes 
the Holy Spirit, he will not 


be forgiven, 


(Mani the speaker, in 


417:25 29). 


The one who blasphemes 
the Father, he will be 


forgiven; 


the one who blasphemes 
the Son, 


he will be forgiven; 


the one who blasphemes 
the Holy Spirit, 


he will not be forgiven, 


either in this age or in the 


either on earth or in either on earth or in 


one to соте. 


heaven. heaven. 


(But he is guilty of an 
everlasting sin [Mk 3:29]). 


But he will be condemned 


under [...] forever. 


Thomas, then, can be Seen to have 
what was originally only a 
Holy Spirit, and (b) the gl 
‘this age’/ ‘the age 


introduced (a) a trinitarian structure to 
bipartite contrast between the Son of Man and the 
958 ‘neither on earth nor in heaven’ (instead of the 
to come’ Pairing).75 The Kephalaia adopts both of Thomas's 


74 Gardner, Kephalaia, xix, notes the u 
well belong together? 


75 Оп Thomas's adaptation of the saying, 


ncertainty, but comments that ‘the two codices may 


see Gathercole, Composition, 179—183. The trinitar- 
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modifications here, while reintroducing an element of the canonical tradition 
€ s here, 

as well (Mk 3.29). 

psalm-Book (end of third cent.) 


Manichaean : : 
s. In the first, we find a close 


The Psalm-Book provides three further instanc 


parallel to Gh 3.3 Ubut the kingdom is inside vou and outside of you’) in 
Th 3.3 ` З 1 


Psalm-Book 160,20 zx The kingdom of heaven, behold it is inside us and, 


behold, it is outside [us ] ^" 
appears to be a reference to Thomas in ‘[..] trees in 
29); cf. GTh i 


which do not move in summer or winter 


Shortly after this there 


For 


ad winter’ (Psalm-Book 161,17 


paradise | | summer al 


you have five trees in paradise, 

Although the number in the Psalm Book is missing, the content is a list of fives, 
g 

and so it is clear that we are dealing with five trees. 


A little later is another: 


Matt. 6.24/ Luke 16.13 GTh 47 Psalin-Book 1 179:24-27 

No-one (Lk: No servant) And itis impossible for It is impossible for a 

can serve two masters: a servant to serve two servant ever to serve two 
masters: masters. 

either he will hate one and 

love the other, 

or he will cling to one otherwise he will honour He will please one 
one 

and despise the other. and insult the other. and despise the other. 


see T. Baarda, 


ian structure of the blasphemy formula survives into medieval Catharisr 


" Logion 44 van "l'homas"; NedTAT si (1997). 13 30 (21 


ader— Zoon—Heilige Geest 
aarda is translated into English, with its wider context 


22). One of the passages cited by x 
in E.P. Badham & F.C. Coneybeare, ‘Fragments of an Ancient (?Egyptian) Gospel used by 
the Cathars of Albis Hibbert Journal n (1913), 805 818 (814); see also the Tuscan gospel har 

& M. Vattasso, If Diatessaron in volgare Italiano: Testi inediti 


mony: V. Todesco, A. Vaccari 

dei secoli XI-XIV (Vatican City: 

than Son of Man, is also found outsi¢ 

the Holy Spirit) in Synodicon Orthodoxiae 9- 
76 бее Nagel, 'Apokryphe Jesusworte' 514- 


Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, 1938), 244. ‘Son’ rather 


le of the triadic structure (Le. merely in contrast to 


S CHAPTER 4 
Nagel notes two similarities between cq] ; 


7 and the Psalm- Book, OVET 
against the Synoptic version: first, the 


similarity of the introduction (It 15 
impossible for a servant ...'), and second, the reproduction in the Psalm Book 


of the Thomasine “minus”.”7 
Later in the Psalm-Book there is a more ditty ult case? 


N кине 
GTh 37.2 Psalm-Book II 278.20 30 

Jesus said, Phe word of Jesus . 

"When you undress and are not "Ehe vain garment of this flesh I put off 
ashamed, and take your clothes (saved and sanctitied!): 

and leave them under your feet like little I caused the clean feet of my soul to 
children and tread upon them, trample confidently upon it: 

then [you will s]ee the Son of the Living the gods who are clothed with Christ, 
One and you will not be afraid.’ with them I stood in line. 


The metaphorical use of undressing and trampling on the clothes, attributed 
to Jesus in both Thomas and the Psalm perhaps indicates influence.?? A poten- 
tial difficulty here is that a similar statement can also be found in Clement 
of Alexandria's Gospel of the Egyptians. The Psalm-Book's version is closer to 
Thomas in this case, however.9? 


77 On the other hand, in its use of ‘despise’ (xatappévycet/ viqexvaopoun), the form in the 
Psalm-Book is closer to that of Matthew/ Luke than Thomas. For text and discussion, see 
Nagel, 'Synoptische Evangelientraditionen', 284-288, and further, P. Nagel, ‘Der spruch 
vom Doppeldienst im 'Thomasevangelium (Logion 47) und im manicháischen Psalmen- 


buch (Part I pl. 179, 27-29), in W. Beltz, ed. Der Gottesspruch in der koptischen Literatur: 
Hans-Martin Schenke 


Halle: Institut für Ori 
ious versions of th 
78 Text and tra i 
79 СЕ Psalm-Book 254, 
flesh ... You have | 
overweening prid 
256). 


zum 65. Geburtstag (Hallesche Beitrüge zur Orientwissenschaft 15; 
entalistik, 1994), 75-83, which has a very helpful synopsis of the vat- 
is saying (81-83). 

n in Mirecki, ‘Psalm 278 and Gospel of Thoma ' 253. 


723-24: ‘You [Jesus] have been released from the grievous bonds of the 


hrown upon the earth the garment of sickness. You have trampled upon 


e” (Mirecki, ‘Coptic Manichaean Psalm 278 and Gospel of Thomas 37 


Clement, Sı а А 
80 Strom. 3:13.92.2, merely makes reference (in citing Julian Cassian and G. Egy-) to 
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Parthian and Sogdian Texts (seventh-tenth century?) 

iwo out of ten thousand’ saying is again ( 
ate, and is cone 
vou out of many, 
I 28).8! The 
ond the 


сЁт Keph 1. 


The‘ 
he 'one out of a thousand. d 
emed, 


above) paralleled in a Parth 

like СТЬ 23.1, with election: | Mani says:) Chosen and select are 
one from a thousand, and t? from ten thousand’ (M 763. T П, 24— 
‘one out of a thousand, two out of ten thousand' formula is known bey 


Gospel of Thomas and the Manichaean tradition (see §4.1 above), but it is in 
Mandaean usage (see 84-5 below)—that it is closely 
er Manichaean 


ian fragment of uncertain d 


these places : 

ese places— and in one 
associated with election" 
texts.53 


There are also looser parallels in oth 


has not seen, what ear has not heard etc? in 


The saying about ‘what суе 
s Jesus the 


GTh 17 is distinctive in that it 
giver of the secret gift and adds the additional restriction ‘what hand has not 
touched These peculiarities of Thomas survive in M 789 = M 55155 and the 
reference to the hand (but not Jesus as giver) survives in So 18220,%% a Sogdian 
fragment from an account of the mission of Mar Adda and Patek the teacher, 


attributes the saying to Jesus, make 


trampling on the garment of shame’ so there is no talk of ‘undressing’ or the mention of 


rh and the Psalm-Book. 
uchacan Middle Pe 


feet, both of which occur in G 
Text in M. Boyce, Reader in Ma? s with Notes (Lei- 
ssion, see Funk, "Einer aus tausend, zwei aus zehntausend, 


stan, and Parthian: Te 


den: Brill, 1975), 176; for discu 
ngelientraditionen, 


а 85-92; Nagel, 'Synoptische Eva 
Recall Funk's point on election, alt ady cited above (Einer aus tausend, zwei aus zehn- 
tausend; 91-92). 
83  SceiK n 

3 See 1 Keph. 18 авва: 1 have chosen some from among тапу’ For text and German 

| g many. xt а perma 

translation, see Funk, ‘Einer aus tausend, zwei aus zehntausend) 87; ET: Gardner, Керла 
i í ‘an. i ausend, 87; ET: Gardner, Kepha- 
laia, 196; and Homilies 5923 14: fer ET, see Gardner & Lieu, Manichacan Texts, 88: "Wher 
) j exts, 88: ‘Where 

are (they), the thousands whom you chose and the tens of thous i i 
a s Yousands who (believed in) 


8 The less s d А 

4 rhe less prominent element of Jesus as the giver appears in Act, (Mart.) Pet d 
. n А Ў Act. art.) Petr. 39; on this, 
and other attributions to Jesus see Nagel, ‘Apokryphe ] G ан 


esusworte' 504. 


85 For texts and German translations of M 551 and M 786, see EW.K, Müller, "На chrifte 
Reste in Estrangelo-Schrift aus Turfan, Chinesisch-Turkistan ii pe er, 'Handschriften- 
königlichen preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften Pn А 5 ы ‚ Abhandlungen der 

" that they are two copies of the same work. 904). 07-68, where he comments 

86 For So 18220, see text and German translation in W. Sundermann, Mittel | 

ann, Mitteliranische mant- 


chdische Texte kirchengeschichtlichen Inhalts (Berliner Turf: 

1981), 38. ET in Gardner & Lieu, Manichaean Texts, 112. ties аа 
tausend, zwei aus zehntausend, 68-69; Nagel, "Synoptische Bio Funk, 'Einer aus 
281. On the date, see W. Sundermann, © Evangelientraditionem, 280- 


‘Traniset 
sche Lebensbeschrei 
(Copenhagen) 36 (1974): 125-149 (145). ensbeschreibungen Manis, AO 
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produced in Central Asia, but probably going back to an account produced in 
Syriac or Parthian.5? 
Unnamed Apocryphon 


Another case may be from a Manichacan source, but is not clearly 50. In 


C. 421, Augustine in his Contra adversarium Legis et Prophetarum against both 
Manichees and Marcionites: 1.1.1) cites "fron some apoctyphal scripture or 
other’ (de scripturis nescio quibus apocryphis, aay He quotes it with consid- 
erable disapproval:** 


2.4 


_ ——= 


Augustine, C. adv. Leg. Prophet. 2.444 


—_ 


GTh 52 


His disciples said to him, 


But when the apostles asked 
‘Twenty-four prophets spoke in Israel 


what should be thought about the 


prophets of the Jews. 
and did all of them speak about уои” 


who were thought to have sung 


something in the past about his coming, 


He said to them, | 
he was disturbed that they should still 
think such tl ry, and replied: 

“You have neglected the liv; ungs. I s 

e liv " aü 
in front of you ngone You have abandoned the living one who 
M 1 
and spoken of the dead? is before you, 


and are talking about the dead; 


Despite these numero 
needs to be rememb 
on Manichaean lite 


us instances ( 
ered that Thom 
Tature,89 


including or excluding the last case), it 


as does not really have a deep influence 


87 In addition 
to Sunde 
chaean Texts, yy, n э "m iios 
88 Ид эя 
' 47; Sed, Apostolis 
quid sentiri deberet 
motus talia eos etia, 


fabulamini. See e, 


rvations about dating, see also Gardner & Lieu, Mani- 


^ inc H " + " 
ў quit, Dominus noster interrogqantibus de Iudacorum Prophetis 
qui de adve, 


ntu eius aliquid cecinisse in practeritum putabantur, Сот 
tire, respondit: Dimisist 


vivum qui ante vos est, de mortuis 

1959) 12a. agraphis Seüuiisuvangeti secundum Thomam coptici, 

tament, PIBA 26 (2003), = 146 (142); T. Baarda, "The Gospel of Thomas and the Old Tes. 

89 бее, for example, the Conc] ч) ке the meaning of the Latin of this apocryphal saying. 

indessen nur marginalen (; ier of Nagel's essay: "Der konkrete Textvergleich zeitigt 

Es tische Evangelie E rauch des Thomasevangeliums bei den Manichüern (Nagel, 
ynoptisc angelientraditionery ни 


" s > THOMAS 
EARLY REFERENCES TO THE CONTENTS or 7 


4-5 Mandaean Literature 
ation. One instance with possible 


;xplor м й 
ext “Не chose one of out of a 


This is an area which merits further 
ап Prayers 90: 
chose two' (€ 
arin the 
he Ginza.” 


influence from Thomas is Mandat f. references to GTh 23.1 
thousand, and from two thousand he 


: eil use of the 1:1000, 2:10000 
already cited in 8844 and 4.4 above). simt 
language, but without reference to election ist 


: e ? EM * t. 92 
4.6 The Oxyrhynchus Shroud (fifth-sixth cent.) 


ion fi 3Th 5 on a shroud 
О Bes "er . 5 tation from GTh 5 
ne of the most interesting cases is the quot 


discovered in Oxyrhynchus: 


m ; Oxyrhynchus Shroud 
GTh 5 (Greek) GThs (Coptic) xyrhy i : 


ee B .one Jesus says. 
Jesus says, ‘K[now the one — Jesus says, ‘Know theone J y 


Who is before your face, who is before your face; 


and [what is hidden] from and what is hidden from 


you will be reveal[ed to you will be revealed to you- 

you.] ji 

[For there i]s nothing For nothing which is There is nothing 
hidden which will not hidden will not be 

[become pl]ain, revealed’ 


and buried which [will not buried which will not be 


be raised]. raised. 


90 W.D. Stroker, Extracanonical Sayings of Jesus (Atlanta: Scholars, 1989), 187. 


91 Right Ginza 305, 307. 

92 First notice and text in H.-C. Puech, ‘Un logion de Jésus sur bandelette funéraire’, Rev. 
Hist. Rel. 147 (1955), 126-129: A€YEt ‘Ingots: obx ёст tebappé| vov 8 obx eyepbycetat. He dates 
the item to the fifth or sixth century on palaeographical grounds (127). For a photograph, 
see the frontispiece of H.-C. Puech, En Quéte de la Gnose IT: Sur l'Évangile selon Thomas. 
Esquisse d'une interprétation systématique (Paris: Gallimard, 1978), in which volume the 
article with the text is reprinted (59-62). See now especially A. Luijendijk, ‘“Jesus says: 
‘There Is Nothing Buried That Will Not Be Raised’” A Late-Antique Shroud with Gospel of 


Thomas Logion 5 in Context, ZAC 15 (2011), 389-410. 
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88 

The overlap here is clearly with the ( 
Unfortunately, however, although the 
the artefact itself is unknown to me. 
by Roger Rémondon, and that he, P 
knowledge claims to have seen the 


reek version, and not the wap 
text has been published, the S ua 
Puech reports that it was bought in se 
uech, then acquired it, but no-one to M) 
object thereafter: 


4-7 Medieval Literature 


ëverpov TOV 

i H sai 's Ёуғіроу X 

There is a curious, and perhaps coincidental parallel to P. Oxy. 115 ë сы 
" Ду. 0, 

Ai$ov (GTh зол) in the Suda (c.1000 ct), which is followed by the Etymolog 

Gudianum (c. 1100).94 


From the same somethin 


КЕЕ W е] of the 
£ similar to СТЬ 30.2's version 
éotw uv 


1795 The same 
were three in the same manner.” Т} 


initari ч ith СТЬ 44 
nnitarian structure of Jesus’ blasphemy saying with G 
and 2 Keph. 41632-16/417:55. 2g discussed in 4.4 above. 


In material related to the Source of the Albi 
parallels to the content of GTh 114, with P 
of women from life (114.1), and Je 
so that thus transformed they hay 
confessions, similar Points are ma 


re are various 
gensian saying, there are varic E 
i »xclusio 
eter’s claim about the exclus 


ale 2 
Sus’ promise to make them male (114-2), 
е access to the 


ious 
kingdom (114.3). In vario 
de: 


МЕ : Е б he 
ositio Arnaldi Cicredi: "ће female spirits] go out from t 
Oman and are changed into men.. 
enter his kingdom:97 


- because no woman can 


us Теш Tate-Antique Shroud’ 4 
94  FortheSuda re ex 


ference, See С Bernh 
Schweig: Schwetschki 


stein, ‘Ein Zitat a 


ardy, ed. Suidae le 


7 see eitzen- 
€ 17. On the Etymologicum Gudianum, see R. R 
9, ZNW 6 (ago 


xi re 7 alle/ Braun- 
xicon Graece et Latine (Halle/ E 
us 


: » Stefani, 
5), 203. For the text, see E.L. de Ste à 


hte des Mittelalters, vol. 2 (Munich: Beck, 1890), 
fan Ancient (? Egyptian) Gospel’, 809. 

96 See Badham & Coneybeare, ‘Fragments of an Ancient (? Egyptian) Gospel’, ер ИВ 

97 ОРӧШпрег, Beiträge Zur Sektengeschichte des Mittelalters, 151-152: egressi de corpore m 

convertebantur in viros .. 


" quod nulla mulier Т 
subsequent reference 


» this and the 
ingrederetur regnum suum. I owe this 
S to Puech, ‘Collectio 


n de paroles’, 166. 


EA 

RIS крнын 

Ux nREERENOES Ho THB contents OF THOM 89 
into the glory of 


renter, when they die, 
es of males ... 


Is enter into the bodi 
ends 18 angels to them and they 


William Belibasta: ‘Women neve 


paradise, but, when they die, the 
and God s 


ir sou 


they are changed into males, 
bring them in to the glory of paradise." 


ntered paradise, but when 


Confessio Johannis Maurini: ‘No woman has e 
d into men so that 


worien—heretical or believing-— die: they are change 
thus they are able to enter paradise." 
aradise, and therefore 


y enter р 
d. 199 


y begi DES 2.2 
Confessio Petri Maurini: ‘No women та 
en in order to be save 


women ... when they die are turned into m 


Th 
ev EUER 
erbal similarities here are such as perhaps to suggest actual dependence 


їйє cic 
Some indirect way. 


4-8 Conclusion 


orary scholarly confusion about Thomas is 
n character of Thomas in antiquity. The 
m clearly meant that it was especially 
seen influence upon Manichaean 
tic Syrian Christianity as well as 


2 — hare that the contemp 
а aang in the Proteat 
Vii Sige contem and its literary for 
literatnre a y fomos groups. We have 
jeu odi omas also influencing asce 
Mirá y characterised as Sethian. 

iis iT een а to Thomas also be suggestive for t 

5 r as the question of Thomas's original language i 
much help: we have influence even quite 
y composed in Latin, 
Parthian and Sogdian 


he illumination of 
s concerned, 


the evi i 
е олия is too diverse to be of 
rly on ү i i 
oe s of Thomasine phraseology in works originall 
eds "mg Coptic, as well as in Coptic, Armenian, 
atio ar c i ; | 
ns. As far as questions of Thomas's provenance are concerned, the 


98 polli ji 
inger, B д, Я 7 i 
= 4 2L zur Sektengeschichte des Mittelalters, 176-177: mulieres nunquam in- 
,quando 1 T t isi, 
чен, н о moriuntur, in gloriam paradisi, sed, quando moriuntur, animae earum subin- 
orpore 1 i 
ig : pora masculorum ... convertuntur tn homines masculos, et deus mittit eis xviii ange- 
ay is introducuntur ad gloriam paradisi. i 
öllinger, Beiträge zur Sek i А 
um on | йде zur Sektengeschichte des Mittelalters, 191: nulla mulier paradisum intra- 
‚ 5 uando 7 i 
© q mulieres haereticae vel credentes moriuntur, convertuntur in viros, ut Sic 
rare possint paradisum. 
100 Dollin ға, 
ger, Beiträge z T5 Tm á 
ige zur Sektengeschichte des Mittelalters, 219: nulla mulier intraret par- 


adisum, et propt: 
» er T 7 
propter hoc mulieres ... quando moriuntur convertuntur in viros, ut salventur. 
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same is probably true: Thomas see 
quickly. The spread of Manichae 
works from the Latin West to Cent 
influence in Syria, but also evide 

Finally, we will sce in the cou 
that these references also offe 


ms to have enjoyed a wide distribution rather 
ism meant that Thomas has been found in 
ral Asia. 1 here is some concentration of early 
nce from Egypt 
rse of the 


as well. : 
commentary on individual sayings 


r some assistance with the exegesis of Thomas, 
Some of the evidence here is particularly useful because the reception is often 


not of the Coptic, but reflects pre-Coptic € 
Hippolytus' probable reference to € 
in Hippolytus' Greek than it doe 
Greek form of part of GTh 13i 


meek forms of the sayings, as in 
Thu, which makes a good deal more sense 
S in our Coptic version. Similarly, we have a 
n Pseudo-Macarius, Caution is needed here, 
as we should not suppose that these authors preserve tout simple the original 
form of Thomas, but the evidence should at least be borne in mind. To give 
some examples, we will see in the commentary that the allusion to СТЬ 52 in 
Augustine may clear up some of the difficulties in that saving, Pseudo-Macarius 


may help with the puzzling parable in ЄН, and Didymus with GTh 7. 


CHAPTER 5 


The Original Language of Thomas 


e of Thomas began to be debated as soon as the Coptic 


The original languag fe Г 
‚ of the earliest effects of this discovery was that 


text was discovered.! One 
Coptic became a candidate for the language of Thomas's composition: this was 
Proposed by Garitte, but soon T 
Hebrew underlying particular у 
have argued for a Hebrew compe 
Which have been argued for from the 
by scholars, are Western Aramaic, Syriac and Greek. 


efuted.? Scholars have occasionally talked about 
vords or phrases, but none to my knowledge 
jsition in toto? The three serious options, 
beginning and which are still maintained 


1 Bibliography: A. Guillaumont, 'Semitismes dans les logia de Jésus retrouvés à Nag Нашаа, 


Journal Asiatique 246 (1958) 3 123; б. 
copte dit “Évangile selon Thomas”, Muséon 73 (1960), 151-172; A. Guillaumont, ‘Les logia 
d Oxyrhynchos sont-ils traduits du copte 
1 copte Muséon 73 (1960), 33: 
according to Thomas, Muséon 73 (1960), 317-323: P. Nagel, 
in F. Altheim & R. Stiehl, eds. Die Araber in der 


Garitte, ‘Les *Logoi" d'Oxyrhynque et l'apocryphe 


Muséon 73 (1960). 333; G. Garitte, ‘Les “Logoi” 


49; K. Kuhn, ‘Some Obser- 


d'Oxyrhynque sont traduits dt 


vations on the Coptic Gospel 


‘Erwägungen zum Thomas-! денат, 
alten Welt, vol. V, part 2 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1969), 368-392: J.E. Ménard, ‘Les Prob- 
lémes de | Evangile selon Thom 
Honour of Alexander Bühlig (Leiden: Bri 
et l'Évangile selon Thomas; in F. Pase 
lieferungsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1981), 411-426 (415-17); 


аз, in M. Krause, ed. Essays on the Nag Hammadi Texts in 
П, 1972), 59-73: J.E. Ménard, 'La tradition synoptique 


hke, J. Dummer, J. Irmscher & К. Treu, eds., Uber- 


A. Guillaumont, ‘Les semitismes dans angile selon Thomas: essai de classement, in R. van 
den Brock & MJ. Vermaseren, eds. Studies in Gnosticism and Hellenistic Religions Presented 
to Gilles Quispel on the Occasion of his 65th Birthday (Leiden: Brill, 1981), 190-204; А. Bóh- 
lig, ‘Das Problem aramäischer Elemente in den Texten von Nag Hammadi’ in F. Junge, ed. 
Studien zu Sprache und Religion Agyptens. Band 2: Religion (FS W. Westendorf) (Göttingen: 
F. Junge, 1984), 983-1011; reprinted in A. Bóhlig, Gnosis und Synkretismus: Gesammelte Auf- 
sätze zur spätantiken Religionsg schichte. 2. Teil (WUNT 48; Tübingen: Mohr, 1989), 4147453: 
Perrin, Thomas and Tatian; N. Perrin, ‘NHC Il,2 and the Oxyrhynchus Fragments (Р.Оху 1, 654, 
655): Overlooked Evidence for a Syriac Gospel of Thomas, VC 58 (2004), 138-151; DeConick, 


Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 14-15 and passim; N. Perrin, ‘The Aramaic Origins 
of the Gospel of Thomas—Revisited, in J. Frey, J. Schröter & E.E. Popkes, eds. Das Thomase- 
vangelium: Entstehung— Rezeption —Theologie (BZNW 157; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2007), 
50-59; Gathercole, Composition, 19-125. 

2 The criticisms of Haenchen, ‘Literatur zum Thomasevangelium (1), 157-160, are particularly 
effective. 


3 Marcovich, ‘Textual Criticism on the Gospel of Thomas; 53-74 (59 on GTh 3). 
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: ion 
: s secti 
I will not repeat here how the discussion has unfolded, and this s 


; nne 
i ‚4 ill confin 
as a whole is an abbrevation of a longer treatment elsewhere? E will cc 

the discussion here to a survey of the 


Thomas's composition on the one h 
original on the other. 


ies of 
" s "ories 
problems attending Semitic the ori "s 
idence for a Gr 
and, and the positive evidence for a G 


54 Problems with Semitic Theories of Thomas's Composition 


he 
s T А * general and € 
The problems with Semitic theories can be seen at both the general а 


particular level. Arguments in favour of Western Ar 


' -ually 
amaic or Syriac are usually 
based on what is deemed to be 


a critical mass of Semitisms: so, for — 
DeConick prints a double-page table in the Introduction to her commenté 
listing 47 sayings out of 14 attesting possible 
a retroversion into Syriac reveals 
almost incontrovertible evidence. 

At the general level, howe 
lems with identifying Se 
Thomas. Many Semitism 


, А „s that 

Semitisms;* Perrin conclude "t Es 
: в ве woul 

502 catchwords,* If correct, these v 


ver, there are considerable methodological pun 
mitisms underneath our Greek and Coptic texts 
5 of course are insignificant as elements in E A 
n a Semitic language, as they are clements of bibli 
ms, or Jewish idiom which e 
to be sure that the 


‚апа conversely that 


xists in various paite 
| А T -" e 
phrase in question is not € 4 
the phrase can be Aramaic or n" 
à im i 
On: this is especially difficult Pes : 
rom the first two centuries CE- 


s 
E en translation), or divergent trans 
© original having bee slated one way in the Synoptic 


Я sies »tect- 
- Even in these cases, however, dete 


о 
8 extremely difficult,’ Torrey remarked a century ag 
Mistranslat 


Som ; > rare cases 
"d ion is ‘immensely valuable in the rare pet 
where it is convincing. there is no other internal proof of translation whi С 
, > à (e Caution 
gent, but Immediately added: ‘But the need of cauti 


4 Gathercole, Composition 


119-125, 
5 DeConick, Original Go: 


spel of Thomas in Translation, 14-15. 
6 Perrin, Thomas and Тайап. 


7 Gathercole, Composition, 29-32, 
8 Gathercole, Composition, 25-29, 38-39. 


9 Gathercole, Composition, 32-38. 
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Sreater here than anywhere else- The more experience one has in this field, the 
More pl : constant danger of blundering ... Hence it happens 
study of the “mistranslations” which we 
was no translation at all, or else that it 


у ainly he sees the 
1 i " "We 

he Nine cases out of ten that renewed 
lave discovered shows us that there : 
Was quite correct: The problem here—as also with supposed catchwords— 
2 that there is an awful lot of room fo 
The difficulty can be illustrated especiall 
nt that Jesus comes ‘as from one’ (гос €80^ 


r scholarly guesswork without controls. 
v from GTh 61, as we will see, with the 


*xplanations given for the stateme 
eN oya). 

Moving to the particular level, we can explore GTh 61 among a small sample 
of others, it 

GTh 8.3. In this parable Matthew's fisherman collected the good fish (cvv- 
ау tà хада in Matt. 13.48), while that of Thomas chose the large fish (a«- 
COTH Annos iei). Some argue that ‘choosing’ and ‘collecting’ derive from Ara- 
maic/Syriac gb’, which can mean both.!2 The difference in the verbs, however, 
is demanded by the two quite different stories: Matthew's parable concerns 
God's vindication of the plural righteous (hence gathering), whereas Thomas 
hasa parable about choosing a single fish (in which a verb to ‘gather’ would be 
Nonsensical). 

СТА 15.8. Here a mistranslation is alleged, in a reference to fire (masculine 
їп Coptic) burning with a feminine singular prefix on the verb (оүкаәт ... 
Nepaex), on the grounds that бге in Aramaic (3t, or nwr’) is feminine, unlike 
Coptic кает (masc.) and Greek пор (neut.).!8 However, if it is true that ће 
feminine subject of the Coptic verb is the result of interference from the source 
language, one could equally explain this on the basis of Greek, perhaps by 
Topo (‘fire’), or by the common biblical word Ф (flame, which would work 


well in the context). 


10 С.С. Torrey, ‘The Translations Made from the Original Aramaic Gospels’ in D.G. Lyon & 
G.F. Moore, eds. Studies in the History of Religions, Presented to Crawford Howell Toy (New 
York: Macmillan, 1912), 269-317 (283. 284). 

11 These are excerpted from the treatment in Gathercole, Composition, 43-104. 

12 For Quispel's arguments and (negative) evaluation of them, see T. Baarda, ‘Chose or 
Collected’, HTR 84 (1991), 373-397 (384). Guillaumont, ‘Les semitismes dans l'Évangile 
selon Thomas; 197-198, offers the Syriac on the basis of the verb gb’ being used in the 
Syriac versions of Matt. 13.48; see also Baarda, ‘Chose or Collected’, 386, although he is 
very tentative about Thomas reflecting an Aramaic/ Syriac substratum here; cf. Perrin, ‘The 
Aramaic Origins of the Gospel of Thomas— Revisited, 56. 

13 Guillaumont, ‘Les semitismes dans l'Évangile selon Thomas’, 196; DeConick, Original 
Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 15, 84. 
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- us phrase 
GTh 215. One case which seems strikingly plausible is the curious p E 
'his house of his kingdom’ (nequet йте гент 


Po P acida dh soo ; 
Y ther dif 
apparently a compelling instance of a Semitistm.'* However, among o 
ficulties with the the 


. examples in 
ory, this might simply be a ¢ opticism icf. the examp 
Exegesis on the Soul 132,1; 133.13-14; and Prov. 2.1 bo ——— 
GTh 39.1. This woe condemns those who ‘recer or ‘take d xipetv) the 
knowledge whereas the Lukan parallel has them ‘taking away! ( 
key. Guillaumont, Quispel, DeConick 
divergent translation of 
whether the difference 


and Perrin see this as көше, ЖШ 
an Aramaic original!" However it must dii 
between Luke's Greek and Thomas's( ae 
to warrant appeal to a hypothetical tertium. The verbs ча о мз This is 
for Greek opu) and 2a frequently appear as variants for cach other. 
hardly Surprising, given th 
fields. The divergence 

GTh 61.2. As mentio 


at the two Coptic verbs have overlapping semantic 
is not a considerable one. — E. 
ned above, Jesus is said here to come (literally) ý a asd 
- Some see this as textually ‹ orrupt, but there с eithell 
Proposals for both Greek and Aramaic ien е of 
7 @Фс єнох ett ova because Jesus is a fans ( ноте 
'suddenly') « enor pñ ova, hence Salome's ques 

r hand, the Coptic mi 
"pta Theodoti 36.1, The 
in unity 
ars have s 


ght make sense as it stands, given 
odotus's Valentinians say that our 
and óc алё Évóc TpotAGóvcgc. In 
uggested that ‘tribute 


Svnoptics 
penny’ in the Syn pt 
j because 


19 
ic/ Syriac dynr. 
both go back to Aramaic/ Sy ai pd 
‘ver. The earliest evidence cited y 


iof? ; ре : Ае itionally, in 
aic-Greek inscription from i93 cr, Additio 


14 Н. Quecke, "Sein F 

(1963), 47-53; G 
15 Quispel, ‘The 
tismes dans | 
lation, 157,2 
Origins of t 


laus seines Kónigsre 
uillaumont, ‘Les se 
Gospel of Thomas 
Evangile ве 


е ; [/‚ Muséon 76 
iches" Zum ‘I homasevangelium H5. of 

x in nsa. 
mitismes dans 1" Evangile selon Thomas’, 195 тт 

МЕА ‘Les 5 
and the New Testament, 202; Guillaumont, ad 
1 ; ` "Thomas in 

lon Thomas’, 199; DeConick, Original Gospel of Tha 


in ‘Aramaic 
: sals; Perrin, ‘Arama 
рреагѕ toallow either of Guillaumonvs or Quispel s proposals; Ре 
he Gospel of Thomas’, 56-57. 
16 For examples, see Crum 620a-b, 748a. 


below for 4 fuller discussion of the scholarship. 7 акене 

18 І Dunderberg, "Thomas! Tsayings and the Gospel of John, in R. Uro, ed. Thoma: 
Crossroads (Edinburgh: ter Clark, 1998), 33-64 (51 53). 

19 ] Guey, ‘Comment le “denier de Cé й егы 
Bulletin de la Société francaise de Numismatique 15 (1960), 478 479, followed by 
Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 274. 


17 See commentary 


{ёсе d'or?, 
(ni > pièce 
sar” de l Évangile a-t-il pu devenir une p 


e 
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e, the inscription does not take it for granted that the denarii 
o specify this by referring to ‘three hundred old gold 
(хрос nahad õnvápa tpraxdcta/ dnryn dy dhb чудуп tltnv’h).2° As such, 
r/ denarius can only go back to a Semitic language 
is a problem of anachronism here in the idea 
ally be translated into Greek in Thomas as 


this particular cas 
are gold, but rather needs t 
denarit 


the argument that a gold dina 


is left somewhat exposed.?! There 
that 
gold coin. There is 
in versions of the Bible. 


an Aramaic dynr would natur 
also considerable variability in how currency is translated 


ferent aspects of the problem: (1) in GTh 
nt from Matthew's version, and so it is 
impossible to see the two parables as both literal, but divergent, translations 
of a shared Semitic source; (2) in GTh 13, a Greek explanation for the oddity in 
the Coptic is just as readily available as an Aramaic/ Syriac one; (3) the oddity 
)in GTh 215 is explicable as а Copticism; (4) СТЬ зол is an 
anslation where the divergence in reality is 
so small as to be insignificant; (5) in GTh 61.2, the two apparently compelling 
annot possibly both be correct, and may well 
Coptic could make sense as it stands; (6) in 
achronistic vocabulary of the Aramaic/ 


These six examples illustrate ditt 
8.3, the parable is actually very differe 


(for English readers 
instance of an alleged divergent tr 


explanations of mistranslations с 
indeed both be redundant since the 
GTh 100 the explanation relies on an an 
Syriac language. 


5:2 Positive Evidence for an Original Greek Thomas 


Even if the evidence for a Semitic composition is not strong, is there any 
positive evidence that the original was Greek? Six points can be made briefly 
here.?? 

Firstly, we can apply here the evidence, adduced for a different purpose 
earlier (82: ‘A Comparison of the Greek and Coptic Texts’), of the correspon- 
dences between the Greek vocabulary of the Oxyrhynchus fragments and the 


20 CIS V/3/1 3948 (pp. 121-122). It is not always the case that this is specified, however: see 
the discussions of the Res Gestae Divi Saporis, in which it is probably the case that the 
500,000 denarii are gold (because we are dealing with the ransom price of a whole army): 
see J. Guey, ‘Autour des Res Gestae Divi Saporis:1. Deniers (d'or) et deniers d'or (de compte) 
anciens; Syria 38 (1961), 261—274; T. Pekáry, ‘Autour des Res Gestae Divi Saporis:2. Le "tribut" 
aux perses et les finances de Philippe l'arabe’, Syria 38 (1961), 275-283. 

21 For further, more detailed criticism, see S. Witetschek, 'Ein Goldstück für Caesar? Anmer- 
kungen zu EvThom 100', Apocrypha 19 (2008), 103-122. 

22 For a more substantial discussion, see Gathercole, Composition, 105-125. 
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Graeco-Coptic words employed in the Nag Hammadi text. We see there that 
of the 27 Greek loan-words in the sections of the ] 
Greek fragments, 24 are the same in Greek (e.g. in GTh: 2.2 poran and 810» 
іп GTh 3.2 сей oaracca and тйс Вала [ aor], ete.); the only exceptions аге 
three cases of the translation of particles. This striking level of correspon- 
dence means at the very least that 


a Greek Vorlage to our Coptic text is a near 
certainty (although this is different from Proving 


tion). 


Coptic paralleled in the 


a Greek original compost 


Secondly, we find in the Coptic manuscript 
loan-words in the whole of the text. 
Coptic compositions, but there are 
ulary which merit comment as ind of. again, a Greek Vorlage. These 
include elements which are unusual in Coptic com 
ae... (СТЬ 73) and ata Tovro (GTh 21). The latter is particularly notewor- 
thy, because pronouns are sometime: 


5 said to be elements of Greek which are 
not found in Coptic.2? Also unusual are the inflected ¢ 


Kon), 45.2 (aracon), 45.3—4 tris (поннрон) 
The implication of these second and th 
translation from a Semitic language 
explanation of GTh 13.8 discussed above) 

In addition to these two points, whi 
Vorlage to our Coptic manuscript, the 
point in the direction of an original co 

Thirdly, then, we can consider th 
rial evidence of the manuscripts. The 
and a Coptic Manuscript ( 
early works Preserved in 
facie case for Greek as th 
in the conclusion to Intr 


monia (up to the middl 
tive. 


; "Greek 
à considerable density of Gree 

This sort of density can also be found in 
also aspects of the 


Graeco-Coptic vocab- 
icative 


positions, such as uen «+ 


;reek forms in 14.3 (КА 
апа especially, in 87.1, "rAXaiticopon- 


rd points is that to suppose a direct 
into Coptic (as re 


i 
quired e.g. by the Semitic 
is extremely difficult. 

ch are Strongly suggestive of a Greek 
remaining observations go further and 


mposition in Greek 
e 


testimonia to Thomas, and the mate- 
fact that we 


with Greek being the 
Coptic manuscripts) 
e original language 
oduction, 8 3, above, 
€ of the fourth 


have three Greek fragments 
language of origin of many 
means that there is a prima 
of Thomas. Moreover, as noted 
the fact that the first six testi- 
century) are in Greek is also sugges- 
we have the fact that the overwhe 


the period were composed in Greek. (Later, Go 
and Coptic, but these are not really relevant 


Iming majority of ‘Gospels’ from 
spels began to be written in Latin 
to the time-frame of Thomas.?*) 
23 WA. Girgis, ‘Greek Loan Words in Coptic ( 

(1964), 63-73 (63); cf. the comment on ТА 


Thomas, Aegyptus 43 (1963), 107-140 (136 
borrowed. In fact, the 


T) Bulletin de la Société d'Archéologie Copte zi 
omas by Н.Р. Houghton, "The Coptic Gospel о 


): Pronouns appear to be the form most rarely 
Tovro in this xa тоүто is the only case. 
24 E.g. the Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew, composed in Latin, 
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As far as Mark, Luke and John are concerned, the consensus now is for Greek 
originals: the only debate has been over a possible Hebrew Matthew. The other 
works to which Thomas is most closely related are also unanimously held to be 
Greek: the Gospel of Judas,*5 the Gospel of Peter,?° and the Gospel of Mary;”” the 
philip is almost always taken to have been written in Greek, despite 


Gospel of 
its interest in Syrian themes and provenance.?* 'The same may well be true of 


P. Oxy. V 840 for which Kruger assumes a Greek original but suggests a Syr- 
ian provenance. Even the corpus of so-called *Jewish-Christian" Gospels is by 
no means а Semitic-language collection. As far as the Ebionite Gospel is con- 
cerned, Epiphanius notes that the work twists the true diet of John the Baptist 
from axpldes (‘locusts’) to a honeyed ёүхр (a cake), a misprision that makes 
best sense in Greek (Pan. 30.13.4-5).?? The Gospel of the Hebrews is known 
in the second and third centuries in Greek, and only later in a Semitic lan- 
guage. The earliest authors to refer to it are Greek authors based in Alexandria: 
Clement, Origen, and Didymus seem to know it in Greek.3! About a Gospel of 
the Nazoraeans (if such a work distinct from the other two Gospels existed) 
hardly anything can be said with any certainty? Of the Infancy Gospels, the 
Infancy Gospel of Thomas was sometimes regarded as a Syriac composition, 


25 — See e.g. К. Kasser, M. Meyer & G. Wurst, eds. The Gospel of Judas (Washington DC: National 
Geographic, 2006), п. 

26  Seeecg.ILB. Swete, The Gospel of St. Peter: The Text in Greek and English with Introduction, 
Notes and Indices (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2005 [1893]), xliii. 

27 Tuckett, Gospel of Mary, 10-1; К. King, The Gospel of Mary Magdala (Santa Rosa, CA: 

2003), 8; A. Pasquier, L'Évangile selon Marie (BG 1) (BCNH 10; Québec: 


Polebridge Pres 
Laval, 1983), 2. 

28 J.E. Ménard, L'Évangile selon Philippe: Introduction, texte, traduction, commentaire (Stras- 
bourg: Faculté de Théologie Catholique, 1967), 33-35, suggests that the Vorlage of the 
Coptic text at least is Greek, and comments that the work originated in a ‘milieu syriaque’ 
(34) and an 'ambiance syriaque' (35), but makes no mention of a Syriac-language original. 
W. Isenberg, "l'ractate 3: The Gospel according to Philip: Introduction, in Layton, ed. Nag 
Hammadi Codex Il,2-7 (Volume т), 131-139 (134). He is followed by P. Foster, "The Gospel 
of Philip’ in idem, ed. The Non-Canonical Gospels (New York/ London: T&T Clark, 2008), 
68-83 (70 n. 24). 

29 ТЈ. Kraus, MJ. Kruger & T. Nicklas, Gospel Fragments (OECGT; Oxford: Oxford Univer- 
sity Press, 2009), 167 (in reference to Syria), and 168 (in reference to the 'Greek origi- 
nal’). 

30 Klauck, Apocryphal Gospels, 51. 

31 Itis only in the fourth century, with Jerome, that we have reference to the work as written 
in Hebrew: Jerome apparently had to translate it himself into Greek and Latin (Vir. Ill. 2). 

32 Klauck, Apocryphal Gospels, 37. 
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but is not any longer.** The Protevangclium of James is equally clearly a Greek 
composition.” The Armenian Gospel of the Infancy has been suggested as а Syr 
iac work, but has not yet been the subject of a study; ** A possible analogy to 
an Aramaic Thomas might be Q, although — even leaving aside the question 
of its existence— its original character is much debated. Additionally there is 
тб Lupiaxoy associated with Hegesippus (HE 4.22.8), though this epithet could 
be geographical or ethnic rather than linguistic. Overall, where we are deal 
ing with known extant texts for which we have enough information on which 
to draw reasonably secure conclusions, the evidence points almost without 
exception to Greek originals, The Gospel genre is overwhelmingly a Greek- 
language genre. 

Fifthly, a similar kind of argument can be made for the fact that the Gospel 
of Thomas is extant in Nag Hammadi Codex II, which is essentially a (transla 
tion of a) Greek collection (as is probably the whole Nag Hammadi corpus). 
The fact that Thomas appears as part of an originally Greek Nag Hammadi cor 
pus is circumstantial evidence for a Greek original. Some scholars have thought 
that there may be exceptions,?* but by and large the majority accepts a рап" 
Greek corpus. Indeed, one frequently encounters such ominis as: "There 
is no reason to believe that 
nally written in Coptic or that 
Greek.'?? 

Finally, the closeness of our Greek Thomas to its parallels in the Synoptic 


Gospels and the Gospel of the Hebrews suggests that, like them, Thomas was 


composed of traditi MÀ д 
P adition formulated in Greek. The evidence is as follows: 


any of the Nag Hammadi tractates were origi- 
any were translated from a language other than 


33 A. Chartrand-Burke, ‘The 
126-198 (132 and n. 23 ES 
(Santa Rosa, CA: Polebri 
sional’. 

24 Assumed in Hock, Infanc 


Infancy Gospel of Thomas’, in Foster, ed. Non Canonical Gospel 
ssumed in R.F. Hock, The Infancy Gospels of James and Thomas 


dge, 1995), 99, in his reference to texts ‘both Greek and ver 


as A. Tartan ed. The iaa к, of James i Thomas, 10, and esp. 12. 
vangelium of James жа ы of the Infancy. With Three Early Versions of the Prote- 
36 SEE thé digcussion onis, a iia University Press, 200H), xi, xxii. xxvi. | 
original) on the боер коч pr Becht (in favour of a Coptic original) and Nagel (a Syriac 
1972), 9—17 (12, on the poi ruth in J.E. Ménard, L'Évangile de vérité (NHS 2; Leiden: Brill 
nt about the word-plays); W. Beltz, ‘Die Apokalypse des Adam 


(NHC Уз), Nag Ha j 
id 5) 9 Hammadi Deutsch, 2.433 441 (434), argues for an Aramaic original of AP- 
Adam. 


37 F. Wise 
Leiden/ New York/ Kóln, 1996 


‘Introductie ` 
н ’N to Codex VIT, in В.А. Pearson, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex VII (NHS 36: 


)un. 37. 


THE ORIGINAL LANGUAGE OF THOMAS 99 


G. Heb. (Strom. 2.9.45.5 G. Heb. (Strom. 5.14.96.3) Greek GTh 2 
ov navoetat à Dot, uy) хаосбсёо 6 [Фу tod 
Оте 
#ёшс àv eden: Ewe àv] even 
Еороу dé xai Stav sdp[y 
SapBryoycerat, Sauf enoscou,] 
ó &aupdcac Вар 82 [xoi au] Ensis 
Bacthedcet, Bacu eios, Bactrsta(st) 
xai ё Bactrkedoas Bactkevoas 5e xafi 8aciAeócac 
&vamoYsecat. ёлауслосєто!. суата ]ўсєтоц. 


Moving to the Synoptic tradition, we first encounter a parallel іп СТЬ 4: 


Mk 10.31 Matt. 19.30 Greek GTh 4 
Stu СИЯ 
поћоі дё Erovtat Toroi dé Ёсоутол поћоЇ Écovcat 
TpAtot ёсуато прфтох ёсҳато п[ рото ёсҳато!] 
xai [ol] ёсуато: лтрфто!. xai ёсҳато прфто. [xai] oi £cxaxot трбуто. 


Here we find a sequence of eight words identical with Matthew and Mark with 
the exception in Thomas of the omission of дё, which is a consequence of the 
introduction of ёті. By contrast in the next case, in saying 5, the extant text 


which survives corresponds more closely (indeed, exactly, as far as it survives) 
to Luke: 
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Mk 4.22 Lk. 8.17 Greek GTh 5 


оў үйр ёстіу xpuntóv où үйр ёстіу хролтёу [20 үйр ¿o ] ctv хролтёу 


ёбу uh tva фоуєрш9ў). 8 оф qavepóv yevnceTat. ё c0 gavte[ pov Yevrioevai]. 


In the first visible text in P. Oxy. I 1, there are thirteen words in sequence iden- 
tical to the text of Luke in Sinaiticus, Alexandrinus and some other versions: 


Lk. 6.42 (P75+W = NA2728) Lk. 6.42 (КАС go etc.) Greek GTh 26 

xai тбтє Sia Brees TÒ xai tote ĉtafphéyes éxfaXsiv xal tote eux Aéyetc Ex fa etv 
xápqoc TÒ xápqoc TÒ xpos 

TÒ Èv TH 6980 той тб Èv và òla тоб TÒ ёу TH òpIaAu® той 
а8=\фод cov éuBaretv. abeAqod cov. &8єАфоў gov. 


In addition to the sequence of words is the fact that àtaBA£zeuy and харфос̧ 
are quite rare, the TLG indicating only 7 and 15 instances respectively of them 
before the first century ce.38 We then have two sayings with parallels to the 
Synoptic tradition without so great a level of correspondence: 


MESA Matt, 19.57 Vo 424 Jn 4.44 Greek GTh эу. 
оох Ёстіу орх Ёстіу ovdels оох Écttv dextd¢ 
poer плрофўтис профўтис профўтү; ёу профітис̧ £v TH 
&xwoc el u) &tipoc el рў èv — 8єхтбсёсту тў 1810 патр. — лотр(8‹«®т[о]8. 
£y TH патріді тў лотріёі... £y TH matpldt TIV оох ExeEL. 
ауто. adtod. 


38 


Noticing xépgoc was apparently significant for Grenfell and Hunt identifying P. Oxy. I1 as 
related to the NT gospels. See M. Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels: The Case for Thomas's 


Familiarity with the Synoptics (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2012), 28. 
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There 


i istinctive items of vocab- 
is no exact overlap here but there are some distinc 
Шагу 


all four versions, and дехтёс̧ in 
correspondence between 
in both of some of the 


ў Shared in common: zatpiç appears іп 
S UN and Luke. In GTh 32, there is again loose 
tomas and its Synoptic parallel, but with the presence 


Same бс is om " к ЕРЕ 
ате Greek forms (Sdvatat, Tó, xpuBrivat, dpous): 


Matt. 5.14 Greek GTh 32 


pm zÓA( xpUBY vat ётауш Spous nódig oixoðopnpé ÈT Ager [S]povs x 
*Etpevy, apydov{g} xat eomprynery odte ne[e]etv 


Syverrat оёте xpu[ |у 


One might also note saying 39, although it is very fragmentary: 


Matt. 10.16b Greek GTh 39.3 Coptic GTh 39.3 
[оц] 2 ATOTÄ дє 

Ү!мєтбє ody үє![уєт®є] wane 

$póvipot [eeóv]pot Apponimoc 

Фс ol ёфеєс̧ als öpse] RoE ЯМРОҶ 

xal dxéparor [xat а pe£pou[ot] ayw RAKGpAIOC 

бэс ad mepiotepal [Ws zepiote]paft] foe айсромпє 


In places in this saying where there is parallel material, it is strikingly close. In 
spite of the lacunae in Greek Thomas, the adjectives are almost certainly the 
same across all versions, and the variations very minor. 

It is evident, then, that especially in the cases of GTh 2, 4, 5 and 26 we 
have striking correspondences not only in the vocabulary used but also in 
the inflections. In some cases this extends to a number of words in sequence. 
It should be stressed that the point here is not to argue for the secondary 
character of Thomas over against the Gospel of the Hebrews or the Synoptic 
Gospels. The point is rather that the shared material suggests that Thomas 
incorporated traditionally known Greek forms of these sayings. It is of course 
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not impossible that this happened ata second stage, viz. that of a translation 
from a Semitic Vorlage, but in that case one must suppose a very high degree of 
assimilation to pre-existing versions. 

In sum, these six factors mean first that a Greek Vorlage to the Coptic version 
of Thomas is a virtual certainty, with proposals for a translation into Coptic 


from another language being highly speculative. [tis more ditficult to prove 
al and that no Semitic text lies behind it: this would 


that the Greek is the origir 
require proving a negative. We have noted, however, that (1) the existence 
's and the absence of Semitic manuscripts at least lays the 
Syriac originals, and that 


of Greek witness 
burden of proof strongly on proposals for Aram: 
both (4) Thomas's genre, and (5) the company which it keeps are strongly 
suggestive of a Greek original. Moreover, (6) the close parallels in беъ 
between the Greek texts of Thomas and other Gospels are Kat ie кыы 
evidence for the incorporation of Greek tradition at the e RI 


composition. Overall, then, both on negative grounds (in the criticisms of the 
Semitic hypotheses) and on positive grounds, there are strong roit hold 


to a Greek original of Thomas. 


CHAPTER 6 


The Provenance of Thomas 


We move now to Thomas's provenance.! The majority of scholars place Thomas 
in Syria, a minority propose Egypt.? We shall examine these views in turn. 


6.1 Syria 


The great majority of scholars state either that Edessa, or Syria more gener- 
ally, should be regarded as Thomas's provenance.? This was first suggested by 
H.-C. Puech quite tentatively ("Peut-étre ... soupçonner ... pourrait être ...").* It 
was taken up much more strongly, and with a clearer specification of the city of 
Edessa, in a number of publications by Quispel,? who considered it ‘certain that 


1 Bibliography: L.W. Barnard, "The Origins and Emergence of the Church in Edessa during the 
First Two Centuries A.D., VC 22 (1968), 161-175; B. Ehlers (Aland), 'Kann das Thomasevan- 


ühgeschichte des Christentums in Edessa: 


gelium aus Edessa stammen? Ein Beitrag zur Fi 


NovT 12 (1970), 284 3172 A 


J. Klijn, ‘Christianity in Ed and the Gospel of Thomas: On 


Barbara Ehlers, "Kann das Thomasevangelium aus Ede tammen?", NovT 14 (1972), 70— 


77; B. Dehandschutter, ‘Le lieu d'origine de l'E vile selon Thomas; Orientalia Lovaniensia 


'angile selon Thomas: paroles de Jésus et 
ion gnostique, Revue théologique de Louvain 8 (1977), 265-292 (273—2 6); M.R. Des- 
jardins, "Where was the Gospel of Thomas Written?, Toronto Journal of Theology 8 (19€ ) 
121-133; Pio 1? Another Look at the Original Setting of the Gospel 
The View from across the Euphrates, HTR 104 (2011), 41— 


Periodica 6-7 (1975-1976), 125-131; J.-M. Sevrin, Т 
révé 


inelli, “Thomas in Ede 


of Thomas’, 443-461; S.J. Patterson, 
азі. 

2 DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas, 8, argues that the core of Thomas was composed in 
Jerusalem, but this has not won many supporters. 

з D.E. Aune, ‘Assessing the Historical Value of the Apocryphal Jesus Traditions: A Critique of 
Conflicting Methodologies, in J. Schróter & R. Brucker, eds. Der historische Jesus: Tenden- 
zen und Perspektiven der gegenwärtigen Forschung (BZNW 14; Berlin/ New York: Walter de 
Gruyter, 2002), 243-272 (256); Barnard, ‘Origins and Emergence’, 165-166; R. Uro, Thomas: 
Seeking the Historical Context of the Gospel of Thomas (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2003), 26-30, 
137. 

4 H.-C. Puech, ‘Une collection des paroles récemment découverte en Égypte’, RHR 153 (1958), 
129-133 (130). 

5 G. Quispel, "The Latin Tatian or the Gospel of Thomas in Limburg, JBL 88 (1969), 321-330 
(327); idem, "Ihe Gospel of Thomas and the Gospel of the Hebrews’, 378; idem, ‘Syrian Thomas 
and the Syrian Macarius’, 234: Edessa. 
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this apocryphal Gospel originated in Edessa'!^ As an established Syriacist, Dri- 
jvers added considerable weight to the Edessa hypothesis by his support for it.” 
More recently, one can mention Klauck (‘Syria’), Plisch (‘Osrhoene/ E. Syria), 
Marjanen ('Syria, perhaps Edessa'),? or again with more specificity, Pearson 
and Puig, as advocates of Edessa.'? Patterson has used the Edessene hypoth- 
esis as an explanation for the contrasts between Thomas and the canonical 
Gospels." 

The principal arguments for a Syrian provenance are fourfold: (1) the Syrian 
character of the name ‘Judas Thomas’; (2) the earliest Syrian reception of 
Thomas; (3) Thomas's affinities with Syriac text-forms; (4) the affini ty of Thomas 
with Syriac literature such as the Odes of Solomon and the Acts of Thomas. 
(Some would add to these the composi 


briefly be explained. 


on of Thomas in Syriac.) These can 


The Name Judas Thomas 
The Coptic version of Thomas records the name 'Didymus Judas Thomas’ in 
the Prologue, and although P. Oxy. IV 654 is fragmentary at this point, the 
corresponding Greek is usually taken to refer to Judas Thomas.!2 Klijn and 
Drijvers are typical in arguing that this particular form of the name ; 


in Thomas 
points in the direction of a Syrian provenance.!? This double 


name ‘Judas 


6 С. Quispel, ‘Gospel of Thomas Revisited’, in J. van Oort, ed. Gnostica, Judaica, Catholica: 
Collected Essays of Gilles Quispel (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 175-225 (192); Perrin Thomas: The 
Other Gospel, 80: i 

7 Н.-М. Drijvers, ‘Edessa und das jüdische Christentum’, VC 24 (1970). 4-33 (17) 

8 Klauck, Apocryphal Gospels, 108; U.-K. Plisch, The Gospel of Thomas: бна Text with 
Commentary (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2008), 19-22. i С 

9 A. Marjanen, The Gospel of Thomas: Original Text with Commentary (Ре 
drickson, 2008), 37. Е 


‘dessa is ‘virtually indisputable’. 


abody, MA: Hen- 


10 В.А. Pearson, Ancient Gnosticism: Traditions and Lite 
267; Puig, Un Jesús desconocido, 128, 

11 Patterson, “The View from across the Euphrates’, 

12 On the names, see AFJ. Klijn, John XIV 22 and the Name Judas Thomas’, in (no editor), 
Studies in John. Presented to Professor J.N. Sevenster on the Occasion of his Seventieth Birth- 
day (Leiden: Brill, 1970), 88-96; J.J. Gunther, “Che Meaning and Origin of the Name Judas 
Thomas’, Muséon 93 (1980), 113-148; M. Janssen, '"Evangelium des Zwillings?" Das Thoma- 
sevangelium als Thomas-Schrift, in J. Frey, J. Schröter & Е, 


rature (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2007). 


.E. Popkes, eds. Das Thomasevan- 
gelium: Entstehung — Rezeption —Theologie (BZNW 157; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008), 
222—248 (esp. 196-204), as well as the discussion of the incipit in the main body of the 
commentary below. 

13 Klijn, ‘Christianity in Edessa, 76-77; Н.Ј.М. Drijvers, ‘Facts and Problems in Early Syriac- 
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Thomas' appears throughout Acts of Thomas, as well as in the Book of Thomas 
the Contender (NH П 138,2), in the Curetonian Syriac of John 14.22, and the 
Abgar correspondence as preserved in Eusebius (HE 1.13.11): 


Jni4.22P75 etc. Лоудас̧ oby 6 ‘loxapwws 


jn 14.22 D ‘Tovdac odx 6 and Kapuwtou 

Jn 14.22 syr* thwm’ (Lewis, Klijn)/ twm (Kiraz, Williams) 
Jn 14.22 syr* уйма twm’ 

Ac. Thom. 'loó8ac ó xai Owpâç™ 

Abgar corr. ‘Tovda¢ 6 xai Owpas 

P. Oxy. TV 654 [Лоодос̧ б] xat Owpå(ç) 

Coptic Thomas — Auxynioc 1oy.AAc OWHAC 

Thom. Cont. lOYAAC OCDHAC 


In contrast to the Abgar correspondence, and the Gospel and Acts of Thomas, 
Papias, Irenaeus, Clement, Hippolytus and Origen use the simple form 
"Thomas'!5 Despite the questionable attribution of the Book of Thomas the Con- 
tender to Syria, there is a pattern here. One might, however, set against this the 
fact that names might very easily travel, but it does not appear that this name 
has travelled far. One notable point is that when Eusebius is quoting from the 
Abgar correspondence, he cites the name 'Iob8ac ó xoi Owpas, but elsewhere 
only uses Owpâç or Ocpác (6) AlSvpos. 


The Earliest Reception of Thomas 
The arguments on the basis of the earliest reception of Thomas most often 
draw attention to the use of Thomas in the Acts of Thomas, Acts of John and 
the Gospel of Philip.'6 This argument is not secure, however. Although the case 


speaking Christianity’, SecCent 2 (1982), 157-175 (158), noting that the name Didymus Judas 
‘Thomas is ‘characteristic of and restricted to’ Syrian literature; cf. also Zóckler, Jesu Lehren 
in Thomasevangelium, 19. 

14 Some of this evidence is disputed by Klijn, who argues that the earliest form of the Acts 
of Thomas has the name Judas, rather than Thomas (‘John XIV 22 and the Name Judas 
Thomas’, 92). 

15 This is a much better comparison than that of Koester: ‘For control we can refer to 
the non-Edessene Infancy Gospel of Thomas, in which the writer is called "Thomas, the 
Israelite (Philosopher)"*. As noted above in $ 3, however, this attribution of IGT to Thomas 
is very late. See Chartrand-Burke, The Infancy Gospel of Thomas, 1\8, 249, 270. 


E.H. Pagels, 'Response to Stephen Patterson, Annual Meeting of the Society of Biblical 
Literature 2008. 
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for the influence of Thomas on the Acts is strong, the early rec eption of Thomas 

is far wider. As we have seen in $1 (‘Manuscripts’), § 3 "Named Test imonia’) and 
$4 (‘Early References’) above, at the same time as Thomas's influence upon 
the Acts, there is also early evidence for Thomas in (a) Oxyrhynchus (P. Oxy. 
11; IV 654; IV 655); (b) Rome (Hippolytus, Ref. 5.7.20 21); (c) the unknown 
location of Hippolytus's Naassenes, (d) Caesarea (Origen), as well as in the 
places of origin of the Gospel of Philip and the Acts of Thomas, and of some of 
the earliest Manichaean literature. As a result, the earliest reception of Thomas 
is too diffuse to enable us to draw conclusions about provenance. 


Affinities of Thomas and Syrian Text-Forms 

Various scholars have noted parallels peculiar to Thomas and the Syriac ver- 
sions of the Gospels. Quispel, Guillaumont and DeConick refer, for example, to 
GTh 45 sharing the phrase ‘which is in his heart’ with Matt. 12.35 ѕуг and syre 
(ereti пєҷгнт, dbIbA ).7 Snodgrass notes that GTh 65 shares with Mk 1211-5 (syr*) 
and Lk. 20.12 (syr*) only two servants.!* A number of similar examples could be 
adduced (DeConick has provided extensive lists of parallels in her commen- 
tary), and they may suggest some sort of common milieu, although this needs 
to be balanced with possible links between Thomas and other text-forms.!9 


Affinities with Other Syrian Literature 
Perhaps the principal argument used for Thomas's connection to Syria is its 
theological similarities to other works associated with the area, particular in 
those works with an ascetical or mystical bent. These include earlier literature 


у 20 Tars , 796: е, r 
such as the Odes of Solomon,?? 'Tatian's Oratio”! the Acts of Thomas,?* as well 


17 С. Quispel, ‘Some Remarks on the Gospel of Thomas, NTS 5 
similarly, Guillaumont, ‘Les sémitismes dans l Evangile 
ment, 197; DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas in 

18 К. Snodgrass, “The Parable of the 
the Original?’ NTS 21 (1975) 


(1958 1959), 276-290 (286); 
selon Thomas: essai de classe- 
Translation, 169. 

Wicked Husbandmen: Is the Gospel of Thomas Version 

"142-144 (143). 

19 See eg. Quispel, ‘L'Évangile selon Thomas et le “Texte Occidental", 204-215. As Turner 
puts it: ‘we should think rather of 4 more widely diffused textual tradition dating from the 
middle of the second century or slightly carlier' (Montefiore & Turner, Thomas and the 
Evangelists, 26). 

20 А.ЕЈ. Klijn, ‘Das Thomasevangelium und das altsyrische Christentum; VC 15 (1961), 146-159 
(153-154); Klijn, ‘Christianity in Edessa and the Gospel of Thomas’, 77; Desjardins, ‘Where 
was the Gospel of Thomas Written?" 124—125; Uro, Thomas, 29. Gunther, ‘Judas ‘Thomas’, 
137-138 even sees influence from Odes upon Thomas. 

21 Patterson, ‘View from across the Euphrates’, 420. 

22 Klijn, ‘Thomasevangelium und das altsyrische Christentum! 154-159; idem, ‘Christianity 
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later writings such as Aphrahat’s Demonstrations ® the Liber Graduum?* and 
the Macarian corpus.” 


There are important links between Thomas and some 
of these writings: in the case of the Acts, however, this can be explained as 
the influence of Thomas rather than by emergence from a common milieu. 
In the cases of the Liber Graduum and the Macarian corpus there arises the 
chronological problem, to which we will return: these works appear 200 years 
later than Thomas,ina fourth-century milieu about which we know much more 
than is the case for the second century. 

There is a striking parallel in the Latin version of the Didascalia: quoniam 
Scriptum est їп evangelio: Duo si convenerunt ёп unum et dixerint monti huic: 
Tolle et mitte te in mari, fiet ( Didasc. 15) 29 (The Syriac version parallels Matthew 
much more close 
nance.27 


) For some this has reinforced the theory of a Syrian prove- 


A Syriac Composition as Evidence for Edessene Origin 

If Syriac were the original language of Thomas, then an Edessene provenance 
would be an almost inevitable conclusion. As has been argued above (Intro- 
duction, § 5: ‘Original Language’) and more extensively elsewhere, however, 
a Syriac original is highly unlikely.28 On the other hand, to dispute Syriac as 
the language of composition is not to dispute an Edessene origin, given the 
Graeco-Aramaic bilingualism dominant in the city, at least in the second cen- 
tury.29 


in Edessa and the Gospel of Thomas; 77: Desjardins, ‘Where was the Gospel of Thomas 
Written?) 124 i Б. 

23 Р-Н. Poirier, ‘I’ Évangile selon Thomas (log. 16 et 23) et Aphraate (Dém. ХУШ, 10-1); 
in (no editor), Mélanges Antoine Guillaumont: Contributions à l'étude des christianismes 


P vs (Geneva: Patrick Се . И 
orientaux. Avec une bibliographie du dédicataire (Geneva: Patrick Cramer, 1988), 15-18 
(17). | | | 
24 Baker, 'Gospel of Thomas and the Syriac Liber Graduum, 49-55; J.-E. Ménard) ‘Heziehun- 
ivangeliums zur syrischen Welt’ in K.W. 
loh: Gütersloher Verl 


gen des Philippus- und des Thom. Tröger, ed. 
Altes Testament, Frühjudentum, Gnosis (Güters = uL E 
| 108 Thomas Written?" ,. 

317-326; Desjardins, "Where was the Gospel of Thor as Written?’ 124 

lof Thomas’, 215—2; 


=125. 


25 Baker, ‘Pseudo-Macarius and the Gospe 5: Quispel, ‘Syrian Thomas and 
the Syrian Macarius’, 226—235. 

26 — For the Latin text, see Connolly, Didascalia Apostolorum, 135 (cf. the Syriac in translation 
on 134). 

27 Plisch, Gospel of Thomas, 127. 

28 See further Gathercole, Composition, 197125- . 

29 Klijn,'Christianityin Edessaand the Gospel of Thomas, 72-73: HJ.W. Drijvers & J.F. Healey, 
The Old Syriac Inscriptions of Edessa and Osrhoene; Texts, Translations, and Commentary 
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Antioch? 

A fairly recent variant on the Syria-Edessa theory has been to propose Anti- 
och as a nearby alternative. Desjardins considers a Greek original language 
for Thomas to be damaging to an origin in Edessa, but still maintains a Syr 
ian provenance, placing Thomas in Antioch. '^ Desjardins is followed here by 
Piovanelli: ‘we will be better advised to gaze at Antioch on the Orontes 8$ 
the most plausible point of departure.’ Piovanelli’s reason for this is differ 
ent from that of Desjardins, namely that for a work as widely distributed as 
Thomas one might more reasonably expect the more significant city of Anti- 
och.*? 


Assessment 
Overall, it is difficult to decide how strong these factors are, Some of the criti- 
cisms which have been levelled at the Syria/Edessa hypothesis have not proven 
saccessful. Ehlers’ argument that a Greek original makes composition in Edessa 
unlikely on the grounds of the dominance of Syriac was already doubted when 
it was first made, and is now even more shaky.*? Nevertheles i i 
siderable diffi ; ч | у Nevertheless, there are still con: 
е difficulties with locating Thomas in Syri 
ЖОГО ИЯК ЛЫ 15 in Syria because such attempts pre 
0 — Mt Fonsi ; 
ы ave enough knowledge of Syrian religiosity in the early-mid 
а л s 
zs century to be able to see that (reconstructed) milieu as the seed-bed 
or Thomas. 'The great problem here is that in fact we know virtually noth- 
ing. (There is no mention of Christianity or Judaism in the earliest inscrip- 
tions.?^) Ehlers' other criticism of the Edessa hypothesis thus carries much 
„ы weight, viz. that 'die Frühgeschichte der Kirche Edessas liegt bisher weit- 
gehend im Dunkel/*5 (Even Walter Bauer, many of whose conclusions come 


(HO 42; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 38; pace S.K. Ross, Roman Edessa: Politics and Culture on the 


Eastern Fringes of the Roman Empire, 4-242 CE (London/ New York: Routledge, 2001), 
12. 
o Desjardins, “ a 7 em " 
3 “үте, Where was the Gospel of Thomas Written? 
ijn's 1 il i ГЕ 
уп 5 arguments for the bilingualism of Edessa: as noted this has been reinforced more 
recently by Drijvers and Healey: see the previous note. 
31 Piovanelli, “Thomas in Edes 


3- Desjardins underestimates 


?' 461. 


32 Piovanelli, "Thomas in Edessa?’ 

33 Klijn, 'Christianity in Edessa and the Gospel of Thomas’, 72-73; see more recently Drijvers 
& Healey, The Old Syriac Inscriptions of Edessa and Osrhoene, 38. 

34 See Drijvers & Healey, The Old 


460-461. 


Syriac Inscriptions of Edessa and Osrhoene, 39—41: ‘Religion 
in the Inscriptions’. 

35 Ehlers, ‘Kann das Thomasevangelium aus Edessa stammen? 284; Klijn, ‘Thomasevan- 

gelium und das altsyrische Christentum! 146-149 sets out our scant knowledge of second- 

century Christianity in Syria. 
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across as extremely confidently stated, admitted towards the end of his chap- 
ter on Edessa: ‘I have already had to assume much more than I would like, but 
unfortunately, in this area, there is very little that one can know for sure.36) 
We do have some more solid evidence for Edessa around the turn of the sec- 
ond and third centuries cE: the activity of Tatian on his return to Edessa, the 
evidence for the church building at the time of the flood in 201CE,3” and the 
activity of Bardaisan and Palut (and, possibly, Quq and the Quqites) around the 
same time.?* The Odes of Solomon are the only potentially Edessene writings 
which can reasonably be regarded as contemporaneous with Thomas, but as 
has been observed, while there are interesting points of contact with Thomas, 
there are also significant difference 


5:39 one might point, for example, to much 
greater traditionalism of the Odes in its God-language (Lord, ‘my God’, ‘most 
high’, etc.) and theological motifs more broadly (mercy; grace; ‘salvation, ‘righ- 
teousness’, etc.). 


6.2 Egypt 


The near-consensus about Syria has been questioned only by a small minority, 
including Garitte,#° McArthur,*! Grobel;?? Davies (possibly)? and Dehand- 
schutter. Some reasons for an Egyptian origin are not compelling, such as 
Garitte's theory of composition in Coptic, and Dehandschutter seeing the Osiris 
myth in СТЬ n4.** Nevertheless, Dehandschutter's sentiment is still under- 
standable: 'Nous n' avons pas compris pourquoi on n'a que fort rarement envis- 


36 W. Bauer, Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1971 
[1934]), 42. 

37 J.B. Segal, Edessa: The Blessed City (Oxford: Clarendon, 1970), 24, 62; Drijvers & Healey, The 
Old Syriac Inscriptions of Edessa and Osrhoene, 37. 

38 Segal, Edessa, 81. 

39 Klijn, "homasevangelium und das altsyrische Christentum; 153-154. 

40 G. Garitte, ‘Les Paraboles du royaume dans l'"Évangile de Thomas", in L. Cerfaux (with 
G. Garitte), Recueil Lucien Cerfaux: études d'exégése et d'histoire religieuse de Monseigneur 
Cerfaux (Gembloux: Duculot, 1962), III.61-80 (73). 

41 H.K. McArthur, ‘Dependence of the Gospel of Thomas on the Synoptics, ExpT 71 (1960), 
286—287 (287). 

42 К. Grobel, ‘How Gnostic is the Gospel of Thomas?" NTS 8 (1962), 367-373 (373). 

43 S.L. Davies, The Gospel of Thomas and Christian Wisdom, 2nd edn (Oregon House, CA: 
Bardic Press, 2005), 18-19. 

44 Dehandschutter, ‘Lieu d'origine’, 130-131. 
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agé l Égypte pour lieu d'origine de ET? His reasons, expressed Visewtien) 
include (negatively) our ignorance of the religious currents of Edessa in the 
second century,?* and (positively) the ‘presence of Hermetic matter, Thomas's 
'sapiential character, ‘acquaintance with Encratite tradition’ and ‘gnostic 
elements lead him to conclude that 


reception of the gospel tradition’: the 
Alexandria is the most likely place.*? In addition to these features one has the 
obvious point of the material evidence: the three Oxyrhynchus fragments and 
the Coptic manuscript were found in Egypt. On closer inspection, however, the 
themes noted by Dehandschutter are not very distinctive to Egypt and were 
much more diffuse, and the survival of our manuscripts of Thomas may bea 
function of Egyptian weather rather than its metaphorical religious climate. 


6.3 Evaluation 


Is it possible to decide between Syria and Egypt?** Is it nec essary? The best 
account of Thomas's provenance is probably that of Davies, namely that we do 


not really know.*? Arnal has noted that in its outlook, the Gospel of Thomas is 


ases where Gospels 
have many more geographical and cultural references than 
uncertainty remains: as Morna Hooker has written of Mark, 
composed somewhere in the Roman empire'*! In the end, the 


in some respects a ‘religion of “anywhere"’,°° and even in c 
Thomas does, 
‘the gospel was 
n, itis probably 


45 B. Dehandschutter, Les Paraboles de Y Évangile selon Thi mas:lap 
(log тое}, ETL 47 (1971), 199. 219 (207). 
a6 Dehandschutter, ‘Licu d'origine" 125 126. 
47 B. Dehandschutter, 'Recent Research on the Gospel of Thomas, 


arabole du Trésor caché 


in F. van Segbroeck & 
C.M. Tuckett, eds, The Four Gospels 1992: Festschrift Frans Neirynck, vol. HI (Leuven: Peeters, 
1992), 2257-2262 (2258 n. 8). 

48 Ina parallel case, we can note Pratscher's attempt to identify the provenance of 2 Clement, 

which concludes that it is very difficult to choose between Syria and Egypt (Pratscher, Der 

zweite Clemensbrief, 61). 

49 Davies, Gospel of Thomas and Christian Wisdom, 18 19, grants the possibility of Egypt, 
though he ultimately says it is impossible to know. Ehlers is more definite that Edessa 
isan extremely unlikely candidate, without proposing an alternative. 

50 W. Arnal, ‘Blessed are the Solitary: The Paradox of a Thomas "Community"' (SBL Paper, 

2011), using the language of J.Z. Smith, ‘Here, There, and Anywhere, in idem, Relating 

Religion: F: says in the Study of Religion (Chicago/ London: University of Chicago Press, 

2004), 323-339 (see esp. 329-334). 

M.D. Hooker, A Commentary on the Gospel according to St. Mark (Black's New Testament 

Commentary; London: A. & C. Black, 1991), 8. 
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best to admit our ignorance about Thomas's provenance, while acknowledging 


that Syria and Egypt are reasonable possibilities.5? 


Some have approached the ‘provenance’ question from a different angle, that of the envi- 
ronment of Thomas. So, for example, WLC. Frend, "Gospel of Thomas: Is Rehabilita- 
tion Possible?, JTS 18 (1967), 13-26, considered Thomas ‘rural or semi-rural’ (25). Arnal, 


‘Rhetoric of Marginality’, 489, has argued for a rural milieu on the grounds that in GTh 
78, ‘the city is singled out for trenchant criticism, and that in GTh 63-65 the villains are 
urbanised. The villain in GTh 63 is not clearly urban, however. It is also unclear, whatever 
one makes of the vineyard owner in GTh 65, that the tenants are the heroes. Others, such 
as those who locate Thomas in a city such as Edessa or Antioch are by implication taking 
a different view. J.-M. Sevrin, ‘Un groupement de trois paraboles contre les richesses dans 
l Évangile selon Thomas (63, 64, 65); in J. Delorme, ed. Paraboles évangéliques: perspectives 
nouveaux (Paris: Cerf, 1989), 425-439 (432), further maintains that in GTh 64 the buyers 
and sellers in Thomas function in his anti-commercial interests, and suggest not a Galilean 


village, but an urban milieu where one makes investments. In GTh 14.4, the Thomasine dis- 


ciple: 


envisaged as going into the regions and districts (кар and x@pa), which are vague 
and therefore difficult to translate, but probably imply rural areas (cf. the woAlg in Lk. 10.8). 
It is notable, however, that these are the destinations, and not necessarily the base of the 
Thomasine disciples (if there is such a base). Evidence fora rural setting might be found in 
the location of Jesus in the countryside in СТ 781; оп the other hand, the city isa positive 
image in GTh 32. See the rather sceptical remarks about the social world behind Thomas 
in R. Uro, "The Social World of the Gospel of Thomas’, in J.Ma. Asgeirsson, A.D. DeConick & 
R. Ого, eds. Thomasine Traditions in Antiquity: The Social and Cultural World of the Gospel 
of Thomas (NHMS 59; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 19-38 (e.g. 21). In sum, internal factors prob- 
ably do not allow us to define the environment from which Thomas emerges, and such 
assumptions should not be allowed to affect the interpretation of individual sayings or of 
the overall work. 


CHAPTER 7 


The Date of Thomas (with Authorship)' 


The question of date has been one of the most controverted issues in Thomas 
research. Scholars currently propose dates from ‘prior to 50 CE' (at least for its 
core) on the one hand. to the end of the second century on the other (see 
Table below).? This range is to be attributed not merely to scholarly prejudice, 
but also to the sheer difficulty of the question. 

There are problems with dating a number of works from antiquity, and 
Gospels are no exception: one difficulty which is a consequence of the genre 
is that the authors are usually aiming deliberately to evoke a past generation 
and not their own. An added problem with dating Thomas is that a number 
of scholars claim a high degree of variability across time in the contents of 
Thomas, from an early core which was built upon either by various additional 
redactional layers, or by the additions of individual sayings at various times, 
or both. Some scholars even propose abandoning the project of dating the 
whole, and argue that it is better instead to attempt to date the individual 
traditions or sayings.* As has been argued above, however (see ‘Appended Note: 
Thomas as a “Rolling Corpus"", following $ 2), a number of the reasons for seeing 
this compositional process of Thomas are flawed, and— despite indications of 
occasional later additions, at the Coptic stage, for example- 
reasons for seeing the 


there are good 
main body of Thomas as a compositional unity. As a 
result, the aim of this Section is to date Thomas as a whole. 


There are various criteria which have been employed to date Thomas, and 


these will be divided into three parts: (1) the evidence for a terminus ante 


1 Bibliography: Surveys of the question include: Fallon & Cameron, ‘The 


A Forschungsbericht and Analysis’, 4224—4227; 
SJ. Patterson, "Understanding the G 
Berliner Arbeitskreis für koj 


Gospel of Thomas: 
Schréter, Erinnerung an Jesu Worte, 122—140; 


ospel of Thomas Today’, in idem, J.M. Robinson & the 


157—174. 
2 DeConick, Original Gospel of Th 

homas in T) i s 
3 В. Dehandschutter qf, eie М 


vangile de Thomas comme collection de рг si Jj 
"i paroles de Jesus; in J. Delobel, 
ed. Logia: Les paroles de Jesus/ The Sayings ofJesus ( 
1982), 507-515 (510), 


4 Seeeg.Plisch, Gospel of Thomas, 16. 


BETL 59; Leuven University Press/ Peeters, 
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quem, (2) the evidence for a terminus a quo, and (3) additional indications. 
One challenge in dating Thomas lies in whether it is possible to avoid the 
Scylla of over-precision— evident in Klijn's dating of Thomas c. 150 CE ‘mit 
and the Charybdis of agnosticism, evident in Attridge's remark 
that: "To fix any date before 200 is pure conjecture, ë 


Sicherheit? 


74 Evidence for a terminus ante quem 


The Papyrological Data 
As we saw in the survey of the manuscript evidence above (Introduction, $1), 
the papyri (Р. Oxy. Li; IV 654: IV 6 


tend to be assigned dates in the third 
century, especially the early or middle parts of that century. This provides, 
roughly speaking, a terminus ante quem of around 200 CE.’ As noted above in 81, 
however, a fresh examination of the palaeography of the Oxyrhynchus papyri 
in the light of recent discoveries and methods is a desideratum. There has been 
a tendency recently among papyrologists to date papyri rather later than was 
the case in the twentieth century, or, to put the point more precisely, to assign 
broader time frames rather than more exact dates.’ 


Testimonia 
The testimonia to Thomas provide much the same answer. The earliest testi- 
monium is that in (Ps.-?) Hippolytus, where ‘the Gospel according to Thomas’ is 
named, and a rather garbled quotation supplied, in Ref. 5.7.2021 (see Introduc- 
tion, 8 3.1, above). The Refutatio is often dated to c. 222-235 CE, though Brent 
has renewed the case for a slightly earlier date, during the life-time and episco- 


[21 


Klijn, ‘Das Thomasevangelium und das altsyrische Christentum; 146. 

H.W. Attridge, in discussion after H. Koester, ‘Gnostic Writings as Witnesses for the Devel- 
opment of the Sayings 
Brill, 1980), 2; 


radition’ in B. Layton, ed. Rediscovery of Gnosticism, vol. I (Leiden: 
8-256 + ‘Discussion’, 256 261 (260). 


P. Pokorny, A Commentary on the Gospel of Thomas: From Interpretations to the Interpreted 
(London/ New York: T&T Clark, 2009), 4, puts the terminus at 180 CE without justifica- 
tion. 

See e.g. R. Bagnall, Early Christian Books in Egypt (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
2009); B. Nongbri, “The Use and Abuse of P52: Papyrological Pitfalls in the Dating of the 
Fourth Gospel’, HTR 98 (2005), 23 48; D. Barker, "The Dating of New Testament Papyri; 
NTS 57 (2011) 571-582. 
9 As noted above, other allusions to Thomas also come in this section, which discusses the 
Naassenes. 
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10 As a consequence, a terminus ante quem of the 


2 
2). 


расу of Callistus (c. 217 2 
first quarter of the third century also emerges here 


Thomas's Influence on Other Writings 

This has been an important factor for some scholars inthe quest to date Thomas 
very early. Nagel has seen Paul as bearing the marks of Thomas's influence, 
which would give a terminus ante quem ofc. зо bor: Davies has seen the 
influence of Thomas upon Mark's Gospel, meaning that Thomas would have 
been written before c. 70 CE." Among others, Riley sees Thomas as influencing 
Luke. There is now also a body of opinion seeing Thomas as an impulse (neg- 
atively) in the composition of John's Gospel. As has been argued elsewhere, 

however, none of these scenarios of influence can be regarded as realistic s 
Even arguments for Thomas's influence upon second century works are hard 
to sustain. The chief difficulty, as we noted in § 4 above (‘Early References to the 
Contents of Thomas у, lies in establishing the dates of the other works which 
might have some sort of relationship to Thomas, such as 2 Clement, the Gospel 
ofthe Egyptians, or the Celestial Dialogue. The most secure cases are those ofthe 
Book of Thomas the Contender and the Acts of Thomas, trom around 200/ early 


third century. Again, therefore, a terminus ante quem of around 200cE emerges 
here too. 


Thomas' Depiction of James 
Some other minor conside 
a terminus ante quem. A few scholars have argued, for example, that GTh 12 pre- 
sumes that James is stil] alive 
62 CE.!6 This is a rathe 
this saying). 


rations have come into play in the establishment of 


making Thomas — or atleast this saying— predate 
rspeculative proposal, however (see the commentary on 


10 A. Brent, Hippolytus & the Roman Church in the Third Century: Communities in Tension 
before the Emergence of a Monarch Bishop (Leiden: Brill, 1995), 289: ‘El. was completed 

before the death of Callistus in 222' (and passim). 

11 Nagel, ‘Erwägungen zum Thoma 

12 — Davies, “The Use of the Gospel of Thomas in the Gospel of Mark’; idem and Johnson, 
‘Mark's Use of the Gospel of Thomas: Part ‘Two 

13 Riley, ‘The Influence 


s-Evangelium’, 368 392. 


of Thomas Christianity on Luke 1244 and 5:39, 2209 235. 

| ЕЕ Reconsidered: A.D. DeConick, Voices of the Mystics: Early Chris- 

tian Discourse in the Gospels of John and Thomas and Other Ancient Christian Literature 
(Sheffield: Sheffield Academic p. 

, ig artarseilo Composition, 145-249. See also (on the Synoptics), Goodacre, Thomas and the 

Gospels. On Thomas and Joh 


14 See esp. Riley, Re 


ress, 2001); Pagels, Beyond Belief. 


n, see Dunderberg, The Beloved Disciple in Conflict. 


16 DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 94. 95: Because this saying assumes 
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Thomas and the Composition and Circulation of the Gospels 
Stead commented that Thomas should be dated ‘probably not later than 140 
A.D., since (among other reasons) the writeris influenced by Matthew and Luke 
and possibly by Mark but knows nothing of John.” Judging the date ofa work by 
what it is ignorant of is difficult, however, as is identifying that ignorance.!? The 
absence of John may have a reason, and Goodacre suggests 'Johannophobia';? 
alternatively, it may simply be that the author or editor of Thomas moved in 
circles in which the Synoptics were much more well known.?? Whatever the 
explanation, one can point to analogies of works which show familiarity with 
the S 


ynoptics but not the Johannine account of Jesus—the Gospel ofJudas is an 
obvious case, and a significant one given that it may well post-date T/iornas.?! 


Thomas's Lack of Gnostic Theological Development 
In a related vein, Uro has located Thomas in the early second century ('c. 100- 
140’) because (in addition to other factors) there are ‘no signs of the demi- 
urgical systems which gained popularity in early Christianity from the mid- 
dle of the second century onwards.?? This argument is in danger of a kind of 


that James is still alive and the leader of the Jerusalem Church, the Thomasine Church 
Cf. SJ. Patter- 
son, The Gospelof Thomas and Jesus (Sonoma, CA: Polebridge, 1993), 17, though conceding 
ys 


17 Stead, ‘Some Reflections on the Gospel of Thomas, 402. As a result of this, Perrin's com- 


must have been established in Syria sometime before James’ death in 62 


it is far from certain (Опе might perhaps speculate . 


plaint (Thomas and Tatian, 5 6) about the arbitrariness of the date of 140 СЕ so commonly 
attributed to Thomas is unjustified. As Koester remarked, anticipating Perrin's comment: 
7140 was not an accidental choice’ (Koester, ‘Gnostic Writings as Witnesses; 259). 

18 А.Е. Gregory, The Reception of Luke and Acts in the Period before Irenaeus: Looking for Luke 
in the Second Century (WUNT 1/169; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003), 353: ‘it is virtually 
impossible to demonstrate non-use, never mind non-knowledge of a text.’ 


19 — Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 183: Ata time when John is still battling for acceptance 
in some Christian circles, Thomas's cause would not have been furthered by borrowing 
sayings that do not have the Synoptic ring. Thomas wants his Jesus to sound like the Jesus 
familiar to his audience, and the sayings from John are not going to help with that.’ 

20 Some evidence for this might lie in the mention of 'Matthew' in GTh 13 (see commentary 
ad loc. below). 

21 See S.J. Gathercole, 'Matthean or Lukan Priority? The Use of the NT Gospels in the Gospel 
of Judas, in б. Wurst & E.E. Popkes, eds. Judasevangelium und Codex Tehacos: Studien 
zur religionsgeschichtlichen Verortung einer gnostischen Schriftensammlung (Tübingen: 
Mohr, 2012), 291-302. Cf. P. Foster, The Gospel of Peter: Introduction, Critical Edition and 
Commentary (TENTS; Leiden: Brill, 2010), 147, who sees it as a near certainty that Gos. Pet. 
is influenced by Matthew and Luke, but sees the case for John as much less clear-cut. 


22 Uro, Thomas, 135. 
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evolutionary or teleological fallacy, according to which Thomas would have 
availed itself of Gnostic ideas if it had been written later. The development of 
theological systems in the second century was by no means lincar2? As we will 
observe later, and especially in the course of the commentary, Thomas is influ- 
enced by certain ideas related to Gnostic, Valentinian and similar concepts, 
even if it is not itself Gnostic. 


Interim Conclusion 
In sum, the combined evidence of the papyrological data and the evidence 
from the earliest testimonium in the Refutatio attributed to Hippolytus are the 
only clear anchors for a terminus ante quem, namely one of around 200cE. The 
other arguments mounted are either simply false or at best inconclusive. These 
factors also rule out the opinion, frequently expressed by the church fathers, 
that Thomas is a Manichaean composition.24 


7.2 Evidence for a terminus a quo 
The question then becomes whether we can 


date. In addition to the banal point that th 
necessitates a date post c. 30 CE, other fa 


also provide an earliest possible 
e ‘dramatic date’ of the Gospel 
ictors have been deployed. 


Tatian's Influence upon Thoma 


‘Tf the Di ides г í 

fatessaron provides а terminus a quo, the sayings collection must have 
been composed sometime after 175 C. 
conclusion to that of Perrin he 


25 Drijvers has also drawn a similar 
2 26 Thie iif А a 
re.^^ This ‘if, however, is a considerable one 


23 As Edwards argues, 
but was less radical 
Fathers’, 26-47. 


for exa > ^ Va ini 

| or example, the Valentinian system was influenced by Gnosticism, 
y dualistic. See Edwards, 'Gnostics and Valentinians in the Church 
24 For the testimonia attributin 


g Thomas to Thomas the disci le of Mani, s. 
ae sciple of Mani, $ 


'Named Testimonia’), M 
25 Perrin, Thomas and Tatian, 193. See 


ments, and “Thomas: The Fifth Gospel? JETS 49 (2006), 67. Ho. 


26 Drijvers, ‘Facts a i i 
J * and Problems; 173. Perrin also cites Ménard's commentary on Thomas in 
support of a post-Diatessaronic date, t 
see, respe 


^ above (Intro 
ani's ministry did not commence until c. 240 СЕ. 
further idem, МИС ILz and the Oxyrhynchus Frag: 


: but Ménard five years later gave a date of 140CE: 
ctively, L'Évangile selon Thomas: Introductio 
Leiden: Brill, 1975), 3, and 'Beziehun 
zur syrischen Welt, 325. Those who 
Judas and the Gospel of Jesus (I 


n, traduction, commentaire (NHS 5 
gen des Philippus- und des "Thomas-Evangeliums 
have cited Perrin approvingly include N.T. Wright, 
ondon: SPCK, 2006), 36. C.L. Blomberg, Jesus and the 


Gospels: An Introduction and Survey (Nashville, TN: Broadman & Holman, 22009), 39 
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In addition to the problems with supposing a Syriac Thomas noted above (see 
Introduction, 8 5: ‘Original Language’), identifiable and significant links with 
Tatian's Diatessaron are hard to come by.27 


Thomas and the Temple 


A number of scholars have seen evidence for a terminus а quo in the allusions 
to historical events in GTh 68 and 71: 


GTh 68: Jesus said, ‘Blessed are you when they hate you and persecute 
you. But they will not find a place where they have persecuted you. 


СТЬ 71: Jesus said, ‘I will dest| roy thi]s house, and no-one will be able to 
build it [...]- 


GTh 68 is rather unclear, but GTh 71 is more promising as evidence. The ‘house’ 
in GTh 71 is almost certainly the Jerusalem temple in this saying (see comment 
below ad loc.), and therefore the reference to its destruction has led scholars to 
draw various conclusions about what date is presupposed in such a statement. 
We can distinguish between ‘early’, ‘middle’ and ‘late’ dates assigned. 

DeConick has ascribed this saying to her ‘kernel’ of Thomas, from 30-50 CE. 
The reasons for this lie in the authenticity of the saying, and ‘the Jewish expec- 
tations about the Temple in the New World, one of which was that it would 
not be rebuilt (cf. Test. Moses 5-10; Rev. 21.22).28 These points are all question- 
able, however. The authenticity ofthis version ofthe saying has not been widely 
accepted, and nor has such an early kernel. On Jewish expectation, Revelation 
21.22 is clearly a developed Christian view, and I have not been able to find ref- 
erence to the non-rebuilding of the temple in the Testament of Moses. On the 
other hand, expectation of a future temple was widespread (see commentary 
on GTh 71 below). 

Second, a ‘middle’ date is proposed by Dunderberg. He has argued that, 
given a reference to the destruction of the temple, a date 70-100 CE is most 


presents Perrin's theory as an option, as do R. Buth & B. Kvasnica, "Temple Authorities 
and Tithe Evasion: The Linguistic Background and Impact of the Parable of the Vine- 
yard, the ‘Tenants and the Son; in R-S. Notley, M. Turnage & B. Becker eds. Jesus’ Last 
Week: Jerusalem Studies in the Synoptic Gospels. Volume One (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 53-80 
(61). 


27 See e.g. Gathercole, Composition, 41, and the bibliography mentioned there on the alleged 


connections between Tatian and GTh 44—45, and Composition, 91-93 on GTh 86. 
28 — DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 227. 
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likely.29 The idea that ‘the rebuilding of the temple no longer seemed possible’? 
between 70-100, however, is difficult to defend. It was by no means universally 
assumed immediately after 70 CE that the temple would remain the ruin which 
we see today in the twenty-first century. Although Jesus’ saying about not 
one stone being left upon another was later viewed as a guarantee of the 
perpetual desolation of the temple, there is no clear statement to this effect 
in the NT.?! Nor is this assumption held more widely. Barclay comments that 
Josephus ‘had no reason to imagine that the recent demolition of the temple 
would be permanent/?? citing Josephus’ remark that Moses foretold numerous 
destructions, ‘but the God who made you will give back to your citizens both 
cities and the temple, and the loss of these things will not happen just once, but 
many times’ (AJ 4.314).5? Carleton Paget observes in connection with a similar 
passage in the Jewish War: 'It is clear elsewhere that he saw the destruction 
of the temple in the context of other destructions of the same building (В/ 
6.435-437), and so imagined its rebuilding as inevitable regardless of what any 
Roman emperor may have decided.?* As a result, one cannot assume a date of 
shortly after 70 CE for this saying. 

Thirdly, the saying might fit the period after the Bar Kochba revolt (i.e. post 
135 CE), as Hans-Martin Schenke and others have suggested.?? This is much 
more likely, as after 135 CE it became clear very quickly that the rebuilding of 
the temple was a near impossibility. In this period, because of the removal 
of Jews from Jerusalem, it really does appear extremely improbable that the 
temple would ever be rebuilt. Furthermore, the destruction of the temple 
did not really become a basis for anti-Jewish polemic until the mid-second 


29 — Dunderberg,'I-Sayings, in Uro, Thomas at the Crossroads, 58; Dunderberg, Beloved Disciple 
in Conflict?, 114. 

зо Dunderberg, Beloved Disciple in Conflict?, n4. 

Matt. 241-2 is taken by Eusebius (Theoph. 4.18) and John Chrysostom (Gent. et Jud. 

16.4) to be proof that the temple cannot be rebuilt. According to Philostorgius (Church 

History т.да), Julian set out by his rebuilding project to prove these words of Christ to be 

false. 


32 J. Barclay, Against Apion. Flavius Josephus: Translation and Commentary (Leiden: Brill, 
2006), 279. 

33  Ópévrot Ócóc 6 хтісос̧ ác пёс TE лотос Оретёроцс @то8®@тЕ! Kal тду ушбу. EoecOat ёё TY 
TobtwY йлоВоАйу обу ёта, А4 noD) doi. 

за Ј. Carleton Paget, ‘After то and All That: A Response to Martin Goodman's Rome & Jeru- 
salem’, JSNT 31 (2009), 339-365 n. 16. 

35 Н.-М. Schenke, ‘On the Compositional History of the Gospel of Thomas’, Forum то (1994), 
9-30 (28); Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 166-170; cf. Plisch, Gospel of Thomas, 16, on 


the date of this saying rather than the work as a whole. 
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century СЕ. This follows directly from the earlier point, since there would have 
been a need for a reasonable degree of confidence about non-rebuilding for 
a polemic about it to have any bite. This goes some way to explaining the 
otherwise surprisingly late emergence of such polemic. As Carleton Paget has 
commentecd:?" 


it is interesting to note that in so far as the destruction of Jerusalem and 
the temple became a part of Christian self-understanding and polemic, 
it was precisely in the wake of the Bar Cochba revolt, when the city 
of Jerusalem became the new pagan Aelia Capitolina and Jews were 
banned from its environs, that Christian authors began truly to exploit 


its destruction.?? 


Shortly after the Bar Kochba revolt, then, Justin concludes that the destruc- 
tion of the temple is the fulfilment of Isaiah's prophecy (Isa. 64.10-12, in 7 Apol. 
47). He remarks that capital punishment awaited any Jew who entered Aelia 
Capitolina, and that the imperial decree was also (albeit unconsciously) predi- 
cated upon the fulfilment of a prophecy (Jer. 50 [LXX 27]. з) which foretold that 


Jerusalem would be denuded of Jewish inhabitants (7 Apol. 47.5-6). Comment 


on the depopulation of Jews from Jerusalem becomes frequent in Christian 
writers from the second century on (e.g. Justin, Dial. 16.2; Aristo of Pella apud 


Eusebius, HE 4.6.4). For Tertullian, it is confirmation of Jesus' messiahship that 
the Jews can only see the land ‘from far off" (Jud. 12). Indeed, Origen shares 
the view of Thomas, that the Jews ‘will not be restored’ (098' алохатастадусоу- 
zat), and Jerusalem had to ‘perish utterly’ (&p8yyv &лтоАшАгуан). (C. Cels. 4.22), 
although he is perhaps not entirely consistent on this point throughout his writ- 
ings.?* Eusebius provides very clear evidence for the view that the destruction 
ofthetemple is final, and that no-one should suppose it will be rebuilt: he writes 
of the 


D. Moule, eds. 
Jesus and the Politics of his Day (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984), 153-17! 
(155). 

37 Carleton Paget (‘After 70 and All That, 357 n. 29) refers to Justin, Dial. 16; 17.1-45 2,1 Apol. 47 
and Aristo of Pella (Eusebius, HE 4.6.4). M. Simon, Recherches d'Histoire Judéo-Chrétienne 
(Paris: Mouton, 1962), 19, may well be right to include the Epistle of Barnabas as well, 
though this is disputed: 


36 С also С.М. Lampe, ‘A.D. 70 in Christian Reflection, in E. Bammel & 


Jauteur s'efforce ensuite de démontrer que tous les espoirs de 
reconstruction du Temple de Jérusalem sont vains ..." 

38 G. Sgherri, Chiesa e Sinagoga nelle opere di Origene (Milano: Vita e pensiero, 1982), 108- 
109. 
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final destruction of the place (naehcig Eprpiag tcl тёлоо) ... Now let 
no one imagine that, after the besieging of the place and the desolation 
that would be in it, another renewal (avavéuwcre) of it shall take place, 
as there was in the times of Cyrus, ... and Antiochus Epiphanes .. and 


Pompey.” 


Finally, for John Chrysostom the destruction (and the prevention of its recon- 
struction) provides evidence of the power and divinity of Christ in the context 
of the threat of rebuilding by Julian: 'Christ built the Church and no one is able 
to destroy it; he destroyed the temple and no one is able to rebuild it (xax£Xoct 
Tov уабу xai obdelc abtov iue crise Sivatat).4° The similarity with GTh 71 here 
is remarkable. The confidence reflected in СТЬ 71 about the perpetuity of the 
destruction, therefore, and the rhetoric of using this for polemical purposes, 
means that the best fit is a post-Bar Kochba situation. 


Thomas's Literary Influences 
One of the most signficant indications of Thomas's date arises from knowing 
what has influenced it. I have argued elsewhere that Thomas is very probably 
influenced by the Gospels of Matthew and Luke. i 


evidence, see §11.1 below.) Indeed, Thomas in GTh 13 reflects an understanding 
of Matthew as authoritative, and expands upon се 
of Luke.*! Furthermore, Thomas is influence 
letter to the Romans, and perhaps also by 1Corinthians;?? as well as Hebrews 
and a Two-Ways text which also influenced the Didache and Винайн of 
these, the works generally dated latest are Matthew and Luke (usually thought 
to be c. 8осв). As a result of these considerations, we have to reckon not 
only with a terminus a quo of c. Восе, but with a later terminus because (а) 
Matthew is thought by Thomas to have been recognised as an authoritative 


(For a sketch of some of the 


rtain redactional elements 
d by some of the language of Paul's 


39 Eusebius, Theoph. 4.20. Sce P.W.L. Walker, Holy City, Holy Places? Christian Attitudes t0 
Jerusalem and the Holy Land in the Fourth Century ( Oxford Early Christian Studies; Oxford: 
Clarendon, 1990), 390—391. 

40 John Chrysostom, Jud. et Gent. 16.8 (PG 48.835); cf. 17.13. See R.I. Wilken, John Chrysostom 
and the Jews: Rhetoric and Reality in the Late Fourth Century (Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 1983), 121. 


41 Gathercole, 'Luke in the Gospel of Thomas’, NTS 57 (2011), 114 144; Composition, 129-224 


42 Gathercole, "The Influence of Paul on the Gospel of Thomas (§§ 53. запа 17), in J. Frey 
— da E.E. Popkes, eds. Das Thomasevangelium: Entstehung — Rezeption— Theologie 
(BZNW 157; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008), 72-94; Composition, 227 249. 

43 


sathercole, Composition, 250-262, and 263-266 respectively. 
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Gospel, and (b) these works — Matthew and Luke along with the others—must 
all have circulated widely enough to influence Thomas. As a result, a date 
before c. 100 CE is barely conceivable for such a distribution of literature and 
recognition of the status of Matthew: Papias ( floruit c. 100 CE) is the earliest 
example. 


Interim Conclusion 
Having seen a terminus ante quem of c. 200 CE, we now have strong grounds 
on the basis of Thomas's allusion to the temple, and ‘literary influences’, for a 
terminus а quo of 135 CE. 


7a Further Indications of a Date in the Second Century 


Thomas's Use of the Term 'the Jews' (GTh 43) 
Hedrick remarks: 'the contrast between disciples and Jews situates the saying 
at the end of the first century at the earliest (cf. the situation in the Gospel of 
John ...):** In fact, Thomas's position is here even more stark than that of John, 
since (1) GTh 43 has no counterbalancing statements such as John's statement 
of salvation coming from the Jews (Jn 4.22) or of Jesus' own Jewish identity 
(e.g. 4.9, 20), and (2) for Thomas the obstinacy of ‘the Jews’ is an assumption 
which is sufficiently well-established to form the basis for a criticism of the 
Jews, rather than something which needs to be argued. Thomas thus assumes 
that this can be taken by readers as a negative statement, and that Judeopho- 
bia’ is normal. The important point is 


as in Hedrick’s comment—that ‘the 


Jews’ are distinguished from the disciples, as is found elsewhere only in John 
13.33. 


Thomas on Circumcision (GTh 53) 
Bauer and Ménard have argued that the stance on circumcision in GTh 53 in 
relation to certain historical parallels 'helps us to place the Logion in its proper 
chronological setting'4^5 Jipp and Thate have also pointed to a range of material 
from the second century, beginning with Ignatius, in which a sceptical or 


44 CW. Hedrick, Unlocking the Secrets of the Gospel according to Thomas (Eugene, OR: Wipf 
& Stock, 2010), 89. 

45 JB. Bauer, "The Synoptic Tradition in the Gospel of Thomas; іп F.L. Cross, ed. Studia 
Evangelica III (TU 88; Berlin: Akademie, 1964), 314-317 (317); J-E. Ménard, ‘Datation,, 
Histoire et archéologie то (1983), 12-13 (12); J. M. Robinson, ‘On Bridging the Gulf from Q to 
the Gospel of Thomas (or vice versa), in C.W. Hedrick & R. Hodgson, eds. Nag Hammadi, 
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negative position is taken by Christian authors towards circumcision.*® There 
are two particularly interesting parallels to Thomas going back to, or attributed 


to, figures from the second century: 


If it (circumcision) were an advantage, fathers would beget (children) by 
their mothers already circumcised. 
(GTh 53.2) 


If God is so pleased with circumcision, why does the child not come out 


of the womb circumcised?*? 


For if circumcision were necessary, as you think, God would not have 


made Adam uncircumcised.** 


In the first parallel, the objection is attributed to Q. Tineius Rufus, consular 
governor of Judaea at the outbreak of the Bar Kochba revolt?? Rufus was here 
in dialogue with Akiba (d. 135).5° The second parallel is from Justin's Dialogue 
with Trypho, the most securely dateable instance (c. 160 CE).5! What is striking 
in all three of these cases is not just the similarity of the objection's content 
but its form as well. Each is framed as an unreal conditional clause: ‘If X were 
true of circumcision, then surely Y would have followed! (Implication: Y is 
not the case, ergo circumcision is ridiculous.) It seems very likely, then, that 
these instances go back to a common milieu around the middle of the second 
century. Certainly DeConick's use of these parallels is dubious in that she cites 


Gnosticism, and Early Christianity (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, i986 
that Ménard might be correct, 

46 ЈМ. рр & MJ. Thate, ‘Dating Thomas: Logion 
of Thomas within an Е 
221-240, 


) 127 175 (152), allows 


53 as а Test Case for Dating the Gospel 
arly Christian Trajectory’, Bulletin for Biblical Research 20 (2010), 


47 Таприта B7 (18а) (Townsend numbering: 4.7 Leviticus 12.1 ÍF., Part VII). See J.T. Townsend, 
Midrash Tanhuma: Translated into English with Introduction, Indices, and Brief Notes 
(S. Buber Recension). Volume I] (Exodus and Leviticus) (Hoboken, NJ: Ktav, 1997), 242. 

48 Justin, Dial. 19.3: el yap fy dvayxala, ic õoxeite, оох äv дхрёВостоу ó бєдє énAace tov ABáp ... 

49 See W. Eck, ‘Q.T. Rufus’, Brill’s New Pauly 147717. 

50 Bauer, 'Synoptic Tradition in the Gospel of Thomas’, 317. 

51 Justin's Dialogue post-dates the First Apology (c. 153CE) and Justin probably died dur- 

ing the prefecture of Q. Iunius Rufus (163-168ck). See D. Minns & P, Parvis, eds. Justin, 

Philosopher and Martyr; Apologies (OECT; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 32- 

33. 
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the Tanhuma and Justin parallels, but concludes on the basis of them that this 
accretion ‘belongs more to late first-century Christianity than earlier’5? СТЬ 53 
fits better in the early- to mid-second century. 


Other Factors 

Other factors which scholars have invoked include Thomas's “secrecy” motif,53 
and the presentation of Thomas as author.?* A minor possibility perhaps worth 
noting is that the allusion to the dog in the manger fable in GTh 102 may reflect 
а popularity of that image in the second century: the earliest other references 
(cited in the commentary on GTh 102 below) are in Strato of Sardis (fl. 17- 
135 CE) and Lucian (c. 120-190). Perhaps more controversially in a scholarly 
context where there is great suspicion in labelling Thomas as in any way Gnos- 
tic, one can see Thomas as influenced by certain ideas which are closely related 
to Gnostic, Valentinian and related ideas, even though it is not itself Gnos- 
tic. The dialogue envisaged in GTh 50 between the souls of the elect and the 
powers is closely related to similar dialogues attributed to the Marcosians by 
Irenaeus, and which are found in Codex Tchacos and the Nag Hammadi litera- 
ture. In Jesus’ dialogue with Salome in GTh 61 he states: Тат he who is from the 
equal’ As is explored in the commentary, this self-predication of ‘equality’ finds 
its closest parallels in the Paraphrase of Shem and especially the Valentinian 
Tripartite Tractate (Tri. Tract. 67.36-37). Again, even if the image theology in 
GTh 83-84 is not necessarily fully Gnostic, the motif of ‘invisibility caused by 
an overflow of divine light’ and the language of pre-existent images and their 
revelation are taken by a number of scholars to be influenced by Gnostic, Valen- 
tinian or similar ideas.55 


52 DeConick, Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas, эл. 

53 Ј. Frey, ‘Die Lilien und das Gewand: EvThom 36 und 37 als Paradigma für das Verhältnis 
des Thomasevangeliums zur synoptischen Überlieferung’ in J. Frey, J. Schröter & E.E. Pop- 
kes, eds. Das Thomasevangelium: Entstehung—Rezeption—Theologie (BZNW 157; Berlin: 
Walter de Gruyter, 2008), 


180 (178). For Frey, this (and the distance from Jewish piety 
and the move in the direction of an ascetic and world-denying ethic) means that Thomas 
cannot be first-century. 

54 Goodacre identifies a movement from the anonymity of Mark and Matthew to the 
increased authorial self-presentation in Luke, then more so in John, and finally even more 
so in Thomas, in a way which is reflected in other second- and third-century works. See 
Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 178-180. This may reflect a slightly over-evolutionary 
understanding, however. 


55 Plisch, Gospel of Thomas, 192, where the quotation is also found. 


d CHAPTER T 
7-4 Conclusion 


We have seen that the best fit for Thomas is some time after 135 and some time 
before 200 CE. A terminus a quo is established by the various literary influences 
upon Thomas and the confidence about the non rebuilding of the temple in 
GTh 71. At the other end, the papyri and the mention of Thomas in Hippolytus 
give a fairly secure terminus ante quem of ©. оов сапу third century. The 
affinities of certain elements of Thomas with other works from the second 
century CE is apparent, as we will see further in the course of the commentary. 
Although the scholarly horror vacui might recoil at assigning a time frame as 
broad as ‘around the Antonine ега the temptation to pick a decade should 
probably be resisted. 


7-5 Addendum on Authorship 


itis conventional in introductions to commentaries to remark upon the author- 
ship of the work under discussion. This was a matter of serious discussion in 
antiquity, as has been seen in the treatment of the named testimonia to Thomas 
(83). As we saw there, Cyril of Jerusalem felt the need to emphasise that the 
Gospel of Thomas was iot written by the apostle but by ‘one of the three evil 
disciples of Mani' (see $ 3.5 above); others such as Eusebius simply cast doubt 
on the apostolic authorship of the work by calling the Gospel not ‘of’ or ‘accord- 
«cef, eo ded e d бира (8 3.3). Тһе consideration ofthe date 
postolic and Manichaean authorship alike: 


Т i : 
homas is too late for the former but too early for the latter. Alas, the identity 
of the author remains unknown. 


6 The i i i i 
5 Antonines, viz. Antoninus Pius, Marcus Aurelius, Lucius Verus and Commodus, 


reigned 138-192 CE. 
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TABLE 2 A sample of proposed dates for Thomas 

Scholar Date 

DeConick core ‘prior to 50€ 

Davies between 50 and 70 CE? ‘50-5 

Patterson core = pre-62 cE?9? / ‘in the vicinity of 70-80 CE.'9! 

Koester perhaps first cent. 

Dunderberg — 70-100*? 

Robbins ‘toward the end of the first century'3 

Gianotto end of first/ beginning of second century? 

Valantasis ‘probably around 100-110 CE or earlier'65 

Meyer second century, or late first®® 

Ehrman ‘probably ... sometime in the early second century’? 

Uro ‘early second century’: ‘c. 100714095 

Bartsch second century®? 

57 DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 8 

58 Davies, Gospel of Thomas and Christian Wisdom, 3. 

59 Davies, Gospel of Thomas and Christian Wisdom, 147. 

60 Patterson, Gospel of Thomas and Jesus, 17. 

61 Patterson, Gospel of Thomas and Jesus, 120; ‘Wisdom in Q and Thomas’, 191; Fifth Gospel, 
45: not everything in the Gospel of Thomas comes from the first century’. 

62 Dunderberg, ‘Thomas’ I-Sayings and the Gospel of John, 64, commenting that John and 
Thomas both emerge in ‘a common setting in early Christianity from то сЕ to the turn of 
the first century’ 

63 МК. Robbins, ‘Rhetorical Composition and Sources in the Gospel of Thomas, SBLSP 36 
(1997), 86—114 (87). 

64 C. Gianotto, "Quelques aspects de la polémique anti-juive dans l'Evangile selon Thomas’, 
in L. Painchaud & P.-H. Poirier, eds. Colloque internationale: “1! Évangile selon Thomas et 
les textes de Nag Hammadi”: Québec, 29-31 mai 2003 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 157-173 (173). 

65 К. Valantasis, ‘Is the Gospel of Thomas Ascetical? Revisiting an Old Problem with a New 
Theory’, JECS 7 (1999), 55-81 (60); cf. 77: 'at the turn from the first to the second century, if 
not earlier in the first century С.Е. 

66 M.W. Meyer, The Gospelof Thomas: The Hidden Sayings of Jesus (San Francisco: НагрегОпе, 
?2004), 10. 

67 B.D. Ehrman, Jesus, Apocalyptic Prophet of a New Millennium (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 1999), 88. 

68 Uro, 'Social World of the Gospel of Thomas; 34; Uro, Thomas, 135. 

69 H.W. Bartsch, ‘Das Thomas-Evangelium und die synoptischen Evangelien: Zu G. Quispels 


Bemerkungen zum Thomas-Evangelium; NTS 6 (1960), 249-261 (258). 
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TABLE 2 A sample of proposed dates for Thomas cont 
Scholar Date 
Schenke after 135CE (final form )?? 
Barnard c. 140 CE?! 
Quispel 140 CE?? 
Pearson C. 140 CE/? 
Ménard c. 140 СЕ74 
Stead ‘probably not later than 140 A.D. 7? 
Goodacre 140576 
Тигпег c. 150 CE77 
Klijn certainly c. 150 cE?* 
Kaestli mid-second century/ c. 150 6E?" 
Chilton mid-second century"? 
McArthur mid-second century?! 
Hofius mid-second century?? 
Sevrin second half of second century*? 
70 Schenke, 'On the Compositional History of the Gospel of Thomas’, 28. 
71 Barnard, "Ihe Origins and Emergence of the Church in Edessa 165 166 
72 Quispel, Gospel of Thomas and the Gospel of the Hebrews’ 378: ‘Syrian Thomas and the 
Syrian Macarius’, 234. E У 
73 Pearson, Ancient Gnosticism, 267, 
énard, ‘Beziehungen des Phili à 
74 M 4 gen des I hilippus- und des Thomas-Evangeliums zur syrischen Welt, 
325 К 
75 Stead, ‘Some Reflections’, 402 
76 Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 171, 
77 J.D: Turnen "Ihe Вор ШӨН ‘Introduction, in B. Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex I2- 
7, together with ХІП,2", Brit. Lib. 0r.4926(1), and Р. Oxy. 1, 654, 655, vol. TI (NHS 21; Leiden: 
Brill, 1989), 173-178 (177). 
78 Klijn, ‘Das Thomasevangelium und das altsyrische Christentum’, 146 
.-D. Kaestli, 'L’ Évangile de Т Me venies Daa 
79 J.-D. i ja е de Thomas: son Importance pour l'étude des paroles de Jésus et 
du Gnosticisme chrétien’, Études théologiques et religi _ 
Shilton, 'Recoveri -— Fiques et religieuses 54 (1979). 375-396 (377). 
80 B.D. Chi iens zs ing Jesus Mamzerut' in J.H. Charlesworth, ed. Jesus and Archaeology 
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006), 84-10 (96) 
81 McArthur, ‘Dependence of the Gospel of Thomas on the Synoptics’, 287 
82 O. Hofius, ‘Das карас Thomasevangelium und die Oxyrhynchus Papyri nr 1,654 und 
655' (T), EvTh 20 (1960), 21-42 (39). ` 
83 Sevrin, ‘L'Évangile selon Thomas: paroles de Jésus et révélation gnostique’, 276 
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Scholar 


Baarda 

Perrin 

Fitzmyer 
Dehandschutter 


Drijvers 


Date 
150- 20084 
: 5 
last quarter of second century*5 
perhaps towards end of second century$5 
end of second century? 


‘about A.D. 20055 (previously: first half of second century)?? 


84 Baarda, "The Gospel of Thomas; 53-58, 64. 


85 Perrin, Thomas and Tatian, 193. 

86 J.A. Fitzmyer, The Gospel according to Luke 1-IX: Introduction, Translation and Notes 
(Anchor; New York: Doubleday, 1981), 85. 

87 Dehandschutter, ‘I’ Évangile de Thomas comme collection de paroles de Jesus; 510. 

88 Drijvers, ‘Facts and Problems’, 173. 


89 For the earlier view, see Drijvers, ‘Edessa und das jüdische Christentum; 17. 


CHAPTER 8 


The Structure of Thomas' 


The general view that Thomas is not a partic ularly carefully ordered collection 
: - dud 
or list is correct. Attempts to argue otherwise have included the following. 


- Janssens contends that there are five blocks: GTh 1 9. 12. 17. 18-38, 39-53 
and the rest. One might ask, first: what about СТ 10 11? Moreover, her 
conclusion that GTh 54-114 were added ‘péle mele? with the author not 
having intended to include them at the beginning, is something ofa counsel 
of despair.? 

— Tripp makes the case that there are ten sections in Thomas, beginning at 

СТЬ 1, 6, 12, 18, 20, 24, 37, 42, 43, 51, 99, 113 respectively? No one has been 

convinced of this, however: one problem is that some of Tripp's sections are 

extremely short (18-19 and 113-114), while another comprises almost halfthe 


book (51-98). 


1 Bibliography: R. Kasser, L'Évangile selon Thomas: presentation et commentaire théologique 
(Neuchatel: Delachaux et Niestlé, 1961), 155 157; D. H. Tripp. "he Aim of the Gospel of Thomas, 
ExpT 92 (1980), 41-44; M. Lelyveld, Les Logia de la vie dans l'Evangile 
recherche d'une tradition et d'une rédaction (Leiden: Brill, 1987), 13 24 


selon Thomas: A la 


; Patterson, Gospel of 
Thomas and Jesus, 99—102; B.J. Diebner, ‘Bemerkungen zur "Mitte" des Thoma Evangeliums’, 


in C. Fluck, L. Langener & S. Richter, eds. Divitiae Aegypti: Koptologische und verwandte Stu- 
dien zu Ehren von Martin Krause (Wiesbaden: Ludwig Reichert, 1995), 77 84: A.D. Callahan, 
““Мо Rhyme or Reason": The Hidden Logia of the Gospel of Thomas, HTR 90 (1997), 4u- 
426; Perrin, Thomas and Tatian; Davies, The Gospel of Thomas and Christian Wisdom, 171—177 
(Appendix І); A. Pasquier & F. Vouga, ‘Le genre littéraire et la structure argumentative de 
l'Évangile selon Thomas et leurs implications christologiques' in L. Painchaud & P.-H. Poirier, 
eds. Colloque internationale: “L Évangile selon Thomas et les textes de Nag Hammadi": Québec, 
29-31 mai 2003 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 335-362; К. Nordsieck, "Zur Kompositionsgeschichte 
des Thomas-Evangeliums’, BZ 52 (2008), 174-200, and see Nordsieck's commentary on the 
individual sayings: Das Thomas-Evangelium: Einleitung zur Frage des historischen Jesus, Kom- 
mentierung aller 114 Logien (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, 2004); P.J. Williams, 'Alleged 
Syriac Catchwords in the Gospel of Thomas’, VC 63 (2009), 71-82. 

2 See further Fallon & Cameron. "The Gospel of Thomas: A Forschungsbericht and Analysis; 
4206-4208, for criticisms of attempts to construct thematic sections for Thomas. 

з Y. Janssens, ‘L Évangile selon Thomas et son charactére gnostique, Muséon 75 (1961), 301-325 
(301-302). 

4 Tripp, ‘The Aim of the Gospel of Thomas, 42. 
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In 


Davies argues that Thomas consists of four chapters, each beginning with a 
"seek-and-you-shall-find" saying (GTh 2, 38, 59, 92) and then various themes 
in sequence. As is evident from Davies' synopsis, however, it is rare that all 
the suggested themes appear? and the sequence is not consistent.® 
Nordsieck identifies seven blocks: СТЬ 2-17; 19.2735; 38-48; 51—611; 62—76; 
77-82, and finally 85.113 (the intervening sayings are redactional transi- 
tions).? The problem here again is that some of the material fits the title 
of the block whereas some does not;? or again that some sayings would 
belong better in another block.? Since some of his instances of Stichwort- 
Verbindung seem rather strained, his claims about the significance of an 
absence of a link lose their force." 


addition to these quests for blocks or chapters in Thomas are two claims to 


be able to identify a ‘middle. Diebner takes the view that GTh 49-50 are the 
Gnostic ‘centre’ (in a theological and literary sense).!! With our enumeration 


of 


Thomas's sayings this almost works (but not quite), but it is hard to see how 


an ancient reader/ listener could have detected this. Puig has also proposed a 
quite different centre, in GTh 62-67, although the reasons for this 'arquitec- 
tura’ are left quite vague.!2 Other modest claims to structuring devices include 


ua 


10 


11 


12 


Only two of the eleven elements (seeking-finding, and renouncing the world) are found in 
all four chapters; e.g. in the “Synoptic parables” section of each chapter, A has two, B has 
none, and C and D each have three. 

N.b. GTh 8o and 81 appearing in reverse order. 

See the helpful summary in Nordsieck, 'Kompositionsgeschichte, 199-200. 

To take the first block (‘Vom Suchen und Finden des Reiches Gottes) as an example, 
despite the fact that this is a theme of so much of Thomas, it is still difficult to see how 
ер. СТЬ 6, 9, 1o and 14 clearly fit under this heading. Nordsieck, ‘Kompositionsgeschichte’, 
176-180, shows that they are linked by catchwords, but this does not strengthen the case 
that they belong in a thematic block. 

То take the first discourse as an example again, despite its title (‘Vom Suchen und Finden 
des Reiches Gottes"), the majority of the sayings which thematize seeking and finding (e.g. 
G'Th 76, 92, 94, 107) are elsewhere. 

E.g. in СТЬ 15-16, Nordsieck, Thomas-Evangelium, 82, notes a connection in ‘throwing’ but 
this only works in his German translation, not in the Coptic; compare e.g. his comments 
on the significance of there being no linkage between GTh 17-18 (Thomas-Evangelium, 
89); the link between СТЬ 31-32 consists in the the ‘assoziative Nahe’ between ‘city’ and 
‘home town’. 

Diebner, 'Bemerkungen zur "Mitte"', 82. 


Puig, Un Jesus desconocido, 122 and n. 122. 
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i an inclusio,!? and identifving СТВ 114 as a 

meris cim oe anon See ars 

sion (se i а : 

зана are placed towards the end of Thomas a pon aie indies ct 

lation, whereas others see them as repetitious relics. T r b анин 

three structuring devices which have been generally recognise : pean hc of 
introduction to each saying with ‘Jesus said’, (2) an opening sec н 


j i (genre, catchword or the- 
unclear length, and (3) the clusterings of sayings by genre, ca 
matic link.!5 


8a "Jesus Said ..." 


The first structuring device 
repeated refrain which be 
Xe i(ucov)c, Eyer (усо) 
17), and this point is str 


is obvious and can be summarised T 
gins most of the sayings: ‘Jesus каг (айтта a 
$). Jesus is the unique source of reve ee anh 
essed in the structuring. It is found at gi du 
ning of the following sayings: GTh 2—5, 7-11 (8: 'and he said’), ipiis lis 
25-36 (27: no intro), 38-42, 44-50, 54—59, 61-71 (65: ‘he said’), m icd не 
‘he said’), 80-90, 92-98 (93: no intro.), 101-103 (101: no intro), 105-112 
114.16 


8.2 An Opening Section 


А | "the ‘Jesus said’ 
In addition to the Prologue and СТЬ 1, which stand outside of the ‘Je en » 
io | зй finir 
sequence, it is often thought that there is an introductory section defining 
the raison d'ê f the book Ja 


i section 

nssens, for example, saw an opening section, 
i 

whose aim was to d 


"Th 7-6 are 
efine gnosis? King argues that СТЬ 1—6 а 


Ба, Те genre littéraire et la structure argumentati 337 n. 3. 
as, Q et le j 


14 — Sevrin, ‘Thom, 
around GTh 100, 
15 — Cf. Weeks’ obse, 


'an initial letter, а catchwor, 


verbs in the OT, a proverb might share witha a 
d, or a form’ See S.D.E. Weeks, Early Israelite Wisdom (Oxford: 
Clarendon, 1994), 33. ut 
16 Since the modern numera 
h 


€ previous logion. 


17 Janssens, ‘L'Evangile selon Thomas’, 301, 
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introductory, and ‘set out the main themes of the Gospel of Thomas'!? There 
is no consensus on the extent of the opening section, but it seems very likely 
that GTh 2 belongs with the prologue and GTh 1, and this may well also be true 


ofat least GTh 3. 


8.3 Links between Pairs/Clusters of Sayings 

Scholars have also noticed the abundance of connections between individual 
sayings whether by catchwords or common themes. These connections, espe- 
cially in the form of catchwords, have been the subject ofa fair degree ofstudy.'? 
Patterson displays 60 linkages between sayings by catchwords.?° Nordsieck sees 
catchword links or thematic connections between almost every saying and its 
neighbours.?! These can be exaggerated, however. Callahan's catchwords some- 


times require emendation of the text,7? and Perrin's principal interest is in the 


catchwords in a hypothetical Syriac Vorlage.** Some of Dehandschutter's pro- 
posed links consist merely of repetition ofa common word such as ‘man’ (GTh 
57 or ‘place’ (67-68).26 Here, a more cau- 
tious approach will be taken, not including every possible link, but only the 


—58; 106—107),?* or ‘disciple’ (18-22), 


most probable. It must be borne in mind at the outset that there is inevitably a 
degree ofuncertainty in the process, given that we are for most of Thomas deal- 
ing with a translation. The present discussion will focus on linkages of three 


different kinds, marked with a letter in the list below: 


18 K.L. King, ‘Kingdom in the Gospel of Thomas, Forum 3 (1987), 48-97 (59). 


19 — Inaddition to the scholars cited below, see also Kasser, L'Évangile selon Thomas, 
20 Patterson, Gospel of Thomas and Jesus, 100-102. 
21 See the opening remarks on each saying in Nordsieck's commentary, Thomas-Evangelium. 


22 Callahan, ‘No Rhyme or Reason. 
23 Perrin, Thomas and Tatian; see in response, Williams, ‘Alleged Syriac Catchwords’ and 
Gathercole, Composition of the Gospel of Thomas, 24-104 (esp. 40—42). 


24 Dehandschutter, ‘Les Paraboles de l'Evangile selon Thomas’, 21-212, CE A. Lindemann, 
“Zur Gleichnisinterpretation im Thomas-Evangelium, ZNW 71 (1980), 214-243 (216), on 
СТЬ 7-8. 


25 Dehandschutter, ‘Paraboles de I' Évangile selon Thoma 


M. 


5-46) et L’ Évangile selon Thomas; ETL 


26 B. Dehandschutter, ‘La Parabole de la perle (Mt 13; 
55 (1979), 243-265 (246 n. 10). 
llahan, 'No Rhyme or Reason’ 412: ‘matching catchphras 


s, lexical and conceptual 
linking of sayings and sequences of sayings, the eclectic inclusion of earlier sayings collec- 
tions, and the intercalation of sayings as a way of offering implicit intratextual commen- 
tary’. 
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C: a ‘catchword’ link, i.e. a purely or principally linguistic connection 
T: a thematic connection 
F: a form in common (parable, impossibile) 


0-1 C ‘these sayings/words* 
1-2 C/T ‘find’ (catchword evptcxw in Greek Vorlage?). 
2-3 T reigning/ kingdom. 
3-4 C ‘live’, and 'son'/ ‘child’ 
5-6 C/T 'hidden'/ ‘revealed’; variations on the hidden-revealed 
aphorism. 
6-7 C/T? ‘eating’/ diet. 
8-9 C/F ‘full’/ ‘fill’; two parables.2* 
8-9-10 С ‘cast’.29 
9-10 С ‘behold’. 
10-11 TZ destruction of the cosmos? 
11-12 T ‘heaven’. 
12-13 C/T 'righteous'/ ‘just’; theme of apostles’ status.2° 
13-14 С ‘mouth’. 
15-16 С? 'father^?! 
18-19 C/T ‘know’, ‘will not taste death’; beginning/end, 
protology/eschatology. 
20—22 C *... are like ....32 
20—21 F parables. 
21-22 C/T ‘disciples’ like ‘children’. 
22-23 C/T “опе, ‘single one’; oneness. 
25-26 ст ‘brother’ and ‘eye’; relation to brother.33 


28 M. Carrez, ‘Quelques л 
Quelques aspects christologiques de l'Évangile de "Thomas; 


ck, et al., eds, The f; x os in F. van Seg 
Bh ‘our Gospels 1992: Festschrift Frans Neirynck (BET a : 
Leuven University Press] p ynck (BETL 100; Leuven: 


bles’ Of arable A. ceters, 1992), 2263-2276 (2274—2275), talks about six ‘ensem- 
es: A: 8-q: B: 5 e NG у ру, E Kiva 
ae. 8-9; В: 20-21; C: 56-58 (more tenuously); D: 62-65; F: 96-98; H: 107- 


broe 


2 R. Trevij E 
9 revijano Etcheverría, ‘La cristología del Evangelio de Tomás; in idem, Estudios sobre 


el Evangelio de Tomás (Fi M A 
Fuentes Patrísticas, Estudios 2; Madrid: Editorial Ci 
1997), 207-269 (245). idrid: Editorial Ciudad Nueva, 


See жүн йен) below, on the controverte 
Note’, between the comme 


30 
d relationship between СТЬ 12-13 (‘Appended 


РЯ Телон vp nts оп the respective sayings). 
mmon i 
Iso diffi nin Thomas, however, and so may not be significant. The referent is 
also different in each сазе 
32 А different Coptic word ig used in GTh 21, however. 


33 BE. Gartner, The Theology of the Gospel of Thomas (London: Collins/New York: Harper, 


THE STRUCTURE OF THOMAS 133 


26-27 C/T ‘see’. 

27-28 C ‘world’ 

28-29 С "flesh? 

31-36 Е aphorisms/ impossibilia.35 

32-33 G ‘hidden. 

36-37 C/T ‘dressing’/ ‘undressing’; clothing. 

38-39 T? seeking/ finding/ hidden. 

39-40 T? Jews/ Judaism? 

47-48 C ‘two'/ ‘one’. 

48-49 T 'one'/ ‘solitary'36 

49-50 C/T ‘elect’, pre-existent kingdom/light.?? 

50-51 G ‘rest. 

51-53 F disciples talk of traditional theme; Jesus’ radical reply. 

51-52 © ‘dead’, 

52-53 T? Jewish(-Christian) themes. 

55-56 C?/T worthiness (common &ğtoç in Greek Vorlage?). 

58-61 C/T ‘live’ (59-61: death and life; 59-60 ‘while alive’). 

60-61 C?/F/T  cating/ ‘rest’ (catchword àv&zavoig in Greek Vorlage?); 
vignettes. 

63-65 F/T ‘A man ...5?9 parables about commerce.39 

64-65 С ‘servant’, ‘master’. 

65-66 т? rejection? 

68-69 C/F/T ‘blessed’, 'persecuted'—beatitudes about persecution.*° 


34 


35 


36 


37 


38 
39 


40 


1961), 28-29, a 'correspondence, in the theme of the relationship to one's brother. Mon- 
tefiore & Turner add GTh 24 to 25-26 seeing a common themes of ‘darkness, the eye and 
beam in the eye’ (Thomas and the Evangelists, 80). 

Gartner, Theology of the Gospel of Thomas, 28. Possibly also link in theme: Riley, Resurrec- 
tion Reconsidered, 129. 

СТА 36 in Greek includes the impossibile, ‘Who can add to your stature?’ On impossibilia, 


see H.D. Betz, The Sermon on the Mount (Matthew s. 7:27 and Luke 6:20-49) (Hermeneia; 


Minneapolis: Fortress, 1995), 161, 629. 

Dehandschutter, ‘Parabole de la perle’, 246. 

Cf. Gartner, Theology of the Gospel of Thomas, 29: the common theme of ‘the Gnostic's 
place of origin’. 

Dehandschutter, 'Paraboles de l’ Évangile selon Thomas’, 212. 

Sevrin, ‘Un groupement de trois paraboles contre les richesses! 425-439; Carrez, Quelques 
aspects christologiques' 2274-2275. 

Р.]. Hartin, "The Search for the True Self in the Gospel of Thomas, the Book of Thomas and 
the Hymn of the Pearl’, HTS 55 (1999), 1001-1021 (1001-1003) probably stretches the text to 
say 67-70 = common theme of ‘persecution and a knowledge of oneself’. 
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73-75 T many/ large vs few/ small contrast. 
73-74 С Лога. 

74-75 € ‘many’. 

75-76 T? ‘solitary’, 'one'??! 

76-77 С? ‘finding’ (Coptic order only? ).*? 
77-78 С? ‘come out’. 

78-79 С ‘truth’, 

81-82 T reigning/ kingdom. 

83-84 C/T ‘image’, ‘revelation’; image theology: link to Adam in 85? 
91-92 T criticism of disciples' ignorance. 
92-95 F aphorisms/ proverbs. 


96-98 C/F/T parables of the kingdom of the Father.*? 
96-97 C ‘woman’. 


98-99 c ‘kingdom of my/ the father’. 
100-101 С ‘give’ ‘to те. 

103-104 C? ‘come’. 

105-106 C ‘son’. 

108-109 T hiddenness/ revelation.44 
109-111 C ‘finding’. 

110-111 C/T ‘world’ (+earth?).45 
113-114 С ‘kingdom. 


It is difficult to know how many of these we 
It is sometimes thought that catchwords 
tion and recall,4° but it is hard to 

| see how, for example, 'dead' at the beginni 
of СТЬ 51 would help the recall of c река pe 


YTh 52, where ‘dead’ appears at the end 
3 4 t iii ars г , 
specíally considering that death is such a common theme in Thomas. On the 


other hand, Hi GTh 50—51, ‘rest’ (anartayerc) links the end of the forme 
to the beginning of the next: this would th 


re intended by the author or editor. 


are intended to facilitate memorisa- 


r saying 
us be a useful catchword.*? Another 


41 Dehandschutter, ‘Parabole de la репе, 246. 
42 Dehandschutter, ‘Parabole de la рене; 246 


43 Б. Doran, А Complex of Parables: СТЬ 96-98 NoyT 29 (1987), 347-352; Dehandschutter, 
‘Paraboles de I’ Évangile selon Thomas’, 211—212; the three parables constitute ‘eine Einheit, 
according to Helderman, ‘Manichiische Ziige im Thomasevange 

44 Dehandschutter, ‘Paraboles de l' Évangile selon ‘Thomas’, 212. 

45 Dehandschutter, ‘Parabole de la perle, 246 n. 10. 

46 


lium’, 486. 


Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 13; Pasquier & Vouga, ‘Le genre littéraire ct la structure argumen- 
tative, 336. 


47 Cf. also GTh 60-61 where repose/ rest (not the same in Coptic, but probably again &у&- 
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form of linkage which would not be so evident to readers/ hearers consists of 
the few examples of common order between Thomas and the Synoptics: GTh 
32-33 (par. Matt. 5.14-15);*5 СТЬ 44-45 (par. Matt. 12.31-35):*? СТЬ 65-66 (cf. 
also GTh 64 in Matt. 22.1 10), and GTh 92-94 (par. Matt. 7.7, 6, 7-8); next to 
92-94 is more Sermon on the Mount material, in СТЬ 95 (cf. Lk. 6.30-35).59 
Kasser notes a certain amount of material as related to particular sections of 


the Synoptic Gospel 


8.4 Conclusion and Implications for Interpretation 


Even though many of these catchwords may be accidental, there is clearly 
a much greater proportion of links than one would conventionally find in a 
piece of literature: even compared with the similar Gospel of Philip, the catch- 


words are much more extensive in Thomas. This may indicate that context is 
significant, though not necessarily determinative, for the interpretation. Two 
opposite extremes may be contrasted here. Lindemann, for example, consid- 
ers that the pearl in the parable in GTh 76 might be identified as Jesus as he 
is characterised in GTh 77, a view that most interpreters would regard as over- 
contextualising.5? On the other hand, on СТЬ 36-37, Robinson insists that GTh 
36 be understood purely on its own terms because Thomas is a ‘Sayings Gospel’, 
a genre which Пе argues— demands that sayings be treated separately.5* The 


тусщ in Greek) links the end of GTh бо with the beginning of GTh 61. Another, less 
compelling instance is the link between the end of GTh 7 and the beginning of GTh 8, 


where the catchword ‘man’ is not a very striking item of vocabulary, and one which also is 


very common in Thomas. 

48 Wilson, ‘Thomas and the Growth of the Gospels, 245; McArthur, ‘Gospel according to 
Thomas’, 63. 

49 Wilson, “Thomas and the Growth of the Gospels’, 243. 


50 McArthur, ‘Gospel according to Thomas, 65, is right to comment that there are ‘a few 


minor groupings which parallel the Synoptics’, 

51 Kasser, L'Évangile selon Thomas, 155 (see ‘Section А). 

52 Isenberg, "Iractate 3: The Gospel according to Philip. Introduction, 132, for example, 
remarks that they are confined to particular parts. 

53 Lindemann, ‘Gleichnisinterpretation’ 220. 

54  JM.Robinson,'A Pre-Canonical Greek Reading in Saying 36^ in idem, The Sayings GospelQ: 
Collected Essays (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2005), 845-883 (esp. 856-865), and 858: 
'P.Oxy. 655 is part of a sayings gospel, the Gospel of Thomas, where each saying stands on 
its own feet’, Liebenberg, Language of the Kingdom, 504, similarly states that the running 
jesus said ...' indicates that each saying should be taken on its own. 
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present commentary will aim to avoid these extremes, both eschewing dog- 


matic assertion about what a ‘Sayings Gospel’ may or may not entail, while also 
attempting to steer clear of a kind of contextual parallelomania. 


CHAPTER 9 


The Genre of Thomas' 


The topic of Thomas's genre is rarely discussed, although scholars of- 


ten make passing remarks on the subject. The various suggestions proposed 


are not all mutually exclusive, indeed some of them may overlap or 
even be synonymous, depending on individual scholars' definitions. Sugges- 
tions include: 1151,7 anthology, /lorilegium,* gnomologion/ chreia-collec- 


1 


Bibliography: Lelyveld, Logia, 3 10: J.-M. Sevrin, 'Remarques sur le genre littéraire de l' Évan- 


gile selon Thomas (11,2). in L. Painchaud & A. Pasquier, eds. Les textes de Nag Hammadi et 


le probléme de leur classification. Actes du colloque tenu à Québec du 15 au i9 septembre 1993 
(Bibliotheque copte de Nag Hammadi; Louvain: Peeters, 1995), 263-278; M.W. Meyer, ‘The 


Beginning of the Gospel of Thomas; in idem, Secret Gospels 


says on the Gospel of Thomas 
and the Secret Gospel of Mark (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 2003), 39—53 (49- 
E.E. Popkes, 
2007), 7- 
u; Perrin & Skinner, ‘Recent Trends in Gospel of Thomas Research! 66-70; Poirier, ‘L'Évangile 


51); Pasquier & Vouga, ‘Le genre littéraire et la structure argumentative) 335-36: 
Das Menschenbild des Thomasevangeliums (WUNT 206; Tübingen: Mohr Sieb 


selon Thomas (МИ 11,2 P. Oxy. 1, 654. 655): 103- 117. 

E.g. Patterson, ‘View from Across the Euphrates’, 414. See discussion of this in W.H. Kelber, 
‘The Verbal Art in Q and Thomas: A Question of Epistemology’ in R.A. Horsley, ed. Oral 
Performance, Popular Tradition, and Hidden Transcript in Q (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Lit- 


erature, 2006), 25-42 (38-39); Kelber considers Thomas a ‘list, though noting that this is not 


the work's own definition of itself, which is as a 'sayings gospel' (combining the Prologue 
and subscriptio): see W.H. Kelber, ‘In the Beginning were the Words: The Apotheosis and Nar- 
rative Displacement of the Logos; JAAR 58 (1990), 69-98 (78-80), and see bibliography for 
discussion of genre of ‘list’; cf. also J.D. Crossan, ‘Lists in Early Christianity’, Semeia 55 (1991) 
235-243. Patterson accepts Cro: 


san's classification of Thomas as a list: see S.J. Patterson, ‘The 
Gospel of (Judas) Thomas and the Synoptic Problem, in P. Foster, A. Gregory, J.S. Kloppen- 
borg & J. Verheyden, eds. New Studies in the Synoptic Problem: Oxford Conference, April 2008: 
Essays in Honour of Christopher M. Tuckett (Leuven/ Paris/ Walpole, MA: Peeters, 2011), 783- 
808. 

С.С. Stead, ‘New Gospel Discoveries’, Theology 62 (1959), 321-327 (325); К.М. Woschitz, ‘Das 
Theologoumenon “den Anfang entdecken" (swan rap esor йтархн) im koptischen “Evan- 
gelium nach Thomas" (Logion 18: NHC II 84,917), in N. Brox & A. Felber, eds. Anfänge der 
Theologie. FS J.B. Bauer (Graz: Styria, 1987), 139—153 (139). 

Votaw, ‘The Oxyrhynchus Sayings of Jesus’, 84; Sevrin, 'Remarques sur le genre littéraire, 278: 
'un florilége d'enseignements de Jésus, in fact, 'un florilége inorganisé, also emphasising 
that the form has the intention of provoking the reader to investigate further. See also 
idem, ‘L'évangile selon Thomas: Paroles de Jésus et révélation gnostique' 284—286, and idem, 
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tion? ‘testimony book'* ‘wisdom gospel)’ sayings-collection,® savings Gospel,” 
logoi Sophon,'? sentence-collection!! and Gospel! None of these is especially 
problematic, but some designations go further and account for more of 
Thomas's features than others do. 

‘List’ is accurate to some extent, but suffers from a lack of close analogies in 
near contexts. The only other work which Crossan mentions in his discussion of 
‘Sayings lists’ is Q, which is clearly not a list, containing as it does a considerable 
number of narrative sections. Other lists noted by Crossan, such as the miracle 
list in Epistula Apostolorum 4—5, the parable list in Apocryphon of James 81-10 
are not comparable as they are extremely short, and embedded in other works. 
The same is true of the sayings list in Dialogue of the Saviour 139,8-13, which 
notes only three sayings in note form rather than in full. The classification 
of Thomas as a ‘wisdom gospel' also runs into difficulties; such a designation 
implies that there were other ‘wisdom gospels’ around, such that Thomas could 
be identified as belonging with them. If Q existed, it is far from clear that it 
would have been classed as a Gospel. 


James Robinson has been the great advocate of the ‘Ge 


ittung'! of Logoi sophon, 
or "Words of the Wise', again for Q 


and Thomas, on the basis of other collections 
of sayings such as Proverbs, Mark 4 and Mishnah Abot. He makes the jump, 
however, from saying that ‘the term /ogoi seems related to collections of sayings" 
to the conclusion that this seems ‘thus to point to 


ward logoi asa designation for 
the Gattung of such collections" There 


seems to be no positive reason to make 


‘Thomas, Q et le 


Jésus de l'histoire’, 469. Baarda, “lhe Gospe 
Thomas as a florilegium on 


tences of Pseudo-Phocylides, 


l of Thomas’, 57, refers to 
analogy with the Sentences of the Syriac Menander, the Sen- 
and the Sentences of Sextus. 


5 15. Kloppenborg, The Formation ofQ (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1987), 289-306, on gnomolo- 
gia in general, and 291 301, 305-306 on Thomas. B 

6 Menteliare & Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists, 86. 

7 Patterson, ‘View from Across the Euphrates’, 416. 

8 Pasquier & Vouga, ‘Genre littéraire, 336; Watson, Gospel Writing, 219. 

9 Kelber, ‘In the Beginning’, 79. | | 

10 


JM. Robinson, LOGO! SOPHON: On the 
Trajectories through Early Christianity (Phi 
‘Beginning of the Gospel of Thom 
Christian traditions, oral or writte 
11 M. Mees, ‘Einige 
151-163 (152-153). 
12 — Asin the colophon and patristic testimonia. 
13 Cf. also Lelyveld, Logía, 3-10. 
14 — Robinson, LOGOI ЅОРНОМ 87, 


Gattung of Q' іп J.M. Robinson & H. Koester, 
ladelphia: Fortress, 1971), 71—113 (103). Cf. Meyer, 
as, 43: Thomas ‘finds its generic place among the early 
$ n, frequently described as /ogoi ... or logia .... 

Überlegungen zum ""homasevangelium;, Vetera Christianorum 2 (1965), 
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this jump. however. Robinson's conclusion that ‘Logoi’ eventually functions as 
a‘title’ seems largely conjectural. 

Perhaps more promising are ‘anthology’ or 'florilegium' (the latter is merely 
the Latin calque of the former), gnomologion, or ‘testimony book’ (e.g. 4Q174 


апа 4Q175),'^ and there are numerous anthologies in Greek literature as well: 


some are excerpts of bons mots, or of particular authors (Euripides features 
prominently), and one can find anthologies on particular subjects, such as 
money, and the advantages and disadvantages of wives!!7 It is not clear that 
these are appropriate analogies, however, since this nomenclature strongly 
implies an explicit reference to a selection of material. And while the Gospel of 
Thomas might appear that way to us, it is not clear that that is how the author or 
editor viewed the work. Unlike the fourth Gospel's claim that there were many 
other events which could have been included in it (Jn 21.25), Thomas presents 
his Gospel as a much more definitive and complete document in the Prologue: 
‘These are the secret sayings which the living Jesus spoke ...'18 Although it may 
seem like a fine distinction, a generic designation which uses the language 
of collection, rather than selection is probably more appropriate. (It should be 
remembered that the second element in anthology/ florilegium/ gnomologion 
has nothing to do with ‘sayings, but comes from Gk Aéyo/ Lat. lego, ‘choose, 
сш.) 


Probably the best answer to the problem of Thomas's genre lies in elements 


from the remaining options. These can be boiled down to two main genres, (1) 
Gospel, and (2) chreia-, sentence-, or sayings-collection.!? 


15 Robinson, LOGOI SOPHON, 95. 


16 ЈА. Fitzmyer, ““4QTestimonia” and the New Testament, in idem, Essays on the Semitic 
Background ofthe New Testament (London: G. Chapman, 1971), 59-89. On the terminology 
of florilegium, as applied to the Dead Sea Scrolls, see GJ. Brooke, ‘From Florilegium 
or Midrash to Commentary: The Problem of Re-Naming ап Adopted Manuscript, in 
idem & J. Hogenhaven, eds. The Mermaid and the Partridge: Essays from the Copenhagen 
Conference on Revising Texts from Cave Four (STD) 96; Leiden: Brill, 2011), 129-150. I am 
grateful to George Brooke for his advice on this matter. 

17 Н. Chadwick, 'Florilegium, RAC 7.1131-1159 is still a very helpful survey. See 1132-133 for 
the instances noted above. 

18 [tis possible that a distinction is implied between the secret sayings included in Thomas 
and the public sayings known elsewhere, but ‘secret’ in the Prologue here probably does 
not primarily (or only) mean ‘private’ but rather secret in meaning. 

19  Poirier's suggestion (L'Évangile selon Thomas (NH IL2; P. Oxy. 1, 654, 655), Témoin de la 
théologie chrétienne primitive?" 116-117) that Thomas belongs to a genre of sayings with 
hidden meaning is possible, though perhaps too specific as a genre. 
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Gospel 


There is a strong prima facie case for the designation of Thomas as a Gospel. 
First, much of the teaching of Jesus in Thomas overlaps with material in the 
Synoptic Gospels (rather than with epistles or apocalypses ). There are of course 
considerable differences from the Synoptics, not least in Thomas's lack of nar 
rative framework, but there are also important similarities. Romas fits in well 
with the helpfully flexible definition of Gregory and Tuckett: Asan overarching 
criterion, we have tended to accept the distinction that many might instinc- 
tively make, separating “Gospels” from other early Christian works (e.g. letters 
of apostles, or accounts of the history of the early Church) on the basis that 
“Gospels” make at least some claim to give direct reports of the life and/or 
teaching of Jesus, but taking "life and teaching” broadly enough to include 
accounts purporting to give teaching given by Jesus after his resurrection. 
Са ы tag even ier eee 

(?Ps.-)Hippolytus early’ in the third he M title, beginning with 

t century (see above $3, ‘Named Testimo- 
nia’). On the assumption that it post-dates Matthew, Mark, Luke and John, and 
perhaps also the Gospel of Mary, there are already various € iospels in existence 
when Thomas was written; it is easy to sec how Thomas would be recognised 
as having formal similarities with its predecessors. Thirdly, Thomas shares with 
other Gospels a 'gospel' in the sense of a saving message: just as John's Gospelis 
"written so that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that 
by believing you may have life in his name’ (Jn 20.31), so also Thomas is written 
not merely to offer guidance for wise living, but to give a means of transcending 
death (GTh 1). 

These observations render invalid three of the common criticisms leveled 
at identifying Thomas as a Gospel. (i) Thomas does not comport with the 
content of the Gospel genre because it is ‘advice’ rather than ‘news’?! As we 
have seen, however, Thomas does claim to give knowledge of saving revelation; 
moreover it does claim to be ‘news’ in that its revelation purports to have been 
secret—eye has not seen it, nor has ear heard it, etc. (GTh 17). (ii) Thomas does 
not comport with the narrative form of the NT Gospels. As Robinson has putit: 
'itis clear that The Gospel of Thomas was hardly designated by its original author 
or compiler as a Gospel. Rather he or she would have called it a collection of 


20 AF. Gregory & C.M. Tuckett, ‘New Editions of Non-Canonical Gospels’, Theology n (2008), 
178-184 (180). 
21 Wright, Judas and the Gospel of Jesus, 29. 
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sayings.?? Elsewhere, however, Robinson can call Thomas a ‘sayings gospel’? 
and the earlier statement implies a stability to the Gospel genre which is not 
evident in the second century. (iii) Relatedly, and as is implied by Robinson, 
‘Gospel is not part of the original designation ofthe work. We do not know this, 
however, and the manuscript evidence and patristic testimonia may suggest 
the contrary. 


Sentence Collection/ Chreia Collection 


Thomas might also be seen as a 'chreia collection’ or ‘sentence collection. On 
the one hand, some collections such as the Sentences of Sextus (although prob- 
ably roughly contemporaneous with Thomas) have the disadvantage that they 
are merely yvôpan, i.e. single sentences expressing a complete thought.?* On 
the other hand, there are some clear similarities. Sentence collections such as 
those of Sextus can easily tolerate the juxtaposition of unrelated maxims along- 
side connections made by theme or catchword.?5 Some of the closest analogies 
to Thomas are the sentence collections of Epicurus, the Kuriai doxai and the 
Vaticanae sententiae.?® Pasquier & Vouga note as parallels the Manual of Epicte- 
tus, the Maxims and Sentences of Epicurus, of Marcus Aurelius, of Porphyry, 
and the Sentences of Sextus.?? We can take the Kuriai doxai of Epicurus as an 


example of a sentence collection similar to Thomas: 


(i) Comparable length in total. Thomas consists of about 3000 words in Coptic, 
to the approx. 1500 in the Kuriai doxai and 2500 in the Vatican sentence 
collection.?8 


22 J.M. Robinson, The Secrets of Judas: The Story of the Misunderstood Disciple & His Lost 
Gospel (New York: Harper Collins, !2006), 75-76; similarly, Wright, Judas and the Gospel 
of Jesus. 29: the ‘Gnostic’ writings such as Thomas ‘manifestly belong to a different genre’. 

23 J.M. Robinson, ‘Foreword’, in J.S. Kloppenborg, M.W. Meyer, SJ. Patterson & M.G. Stein- 
hauser, eds. Q-Thomas Reader (Sonoma, CA: Polebridge, 1990), vii-x (ix). 

24 For this definition of yvópat, see T. Morgan, Popular Morality in the Early Roman Empire 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 86. I am grateful to Teresa Morgan for her 
help in grappling with some of the issues in the discussion of Thomas's genre. 

25 MLL. Turner, The Gospel According to Philip: The Sources and Coherence ofan Early Christian 
Collection (NHMS 38; Leiden: Brill, 1996), 1.4, characterises Sextus this way. 

26 Noted by Kloppenborg, Formation of Q, 293. 

27 Pasquier & Vouga, ‘Genre littéraire, 337 

28 The Vatican sayings are the Kuriai doxai (1440 words) with an additional 1174 words. 
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(ii) Comparable length of individual sections, The Auris doxat average C 37 
words in length and the Vatican sentences ©. 42: Thomas averages c. 26. 
(iii) Similar kind of introduction. Just as Thomas has an opening two or three 
sayings setting out its stall, the Kuriai Чохан begin with four opening ѕеп- 
tences which contain the principal statements about Epicurean pleasure: 

KD 1: That which is blessed and incorruptible has no trouble himself 
and brings no trouble to another: hence he is exempt from move- 
ments of anger and partiality, for every such movement implies weak- 
ness. 

KD 2: Death is nothing to us; for the body, when it has been resolved 


into its elements, has no fecling, and that which has no feeling is 
nothing to us. 


KD 3: The magnitude of pleasure reaches its limit in the removal ofall 
pain. When pleasure is present, so long as it is uninter rupted, there is 
no pain either of body or of mind or of both together, 

KD 4: Continuous pain does not last long in the flesh: on the contrary, 
pain, if extreme, is present a very short time, and even that degree 
of pain which barely outweighs pleasure in the tlesh does not last 
for many days together. Шпеѕѕеѕ of long duration even permit of an 
excess of pleasure over pain in the flesh. 


The various characterisations of the Kuriai doxai, such as Lucretius’ patria 
praecepta (DRN 3.9-13), Cicero's ratae sententiae (Fin. 


.20) could equally 
apply to Thomas. 


Conclusion 


It is suggested here, then, that Thomas is of mixed genre. It belongs in the 
category of ‘Gospel’, but the form of Jesus’ teaching is quite different from 
that found in the canonical Gospel narratives, such that there is a focus on 
Jesus’ sententiae. As a result, Kelber's view of Thomas's self-presentation as а 
‘sayings Gospel’ is a helpful one.2? In this respect, it is notable that the Gospel 
of Thomas comports with a tendency in the second century to see Jesus as 
a teacher: this is true both among non-Christians such as Galen, Lucian and 
Mara bar Sarapion,?? but also among some second-century Christian writers 


29 Kelber, ‘In the Beginning were the Words’, 79. 


30 Galen writes of the ‘school of Moses and Christ’ (On the Differences between Pulses 2.4); 
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who inasmuch as they preserve Gospel material primarily preserve sayings (e.g. 
2 Clement, Justin, 1 Apol. 15 17).?! 

There is perhaps more research which might be undertaken into Thomas's 
genre, as there are complexities involved which have only been touched upon 
in this brief treatment here. For example, Kelber has suggested that there may 
be a difference between Thomas's assessment of itself, and how it might best 
be classified by modern scholars.?? A further challenge concerns when ‘form’ 


or ‘genre’ ends, and ‘content’ begins: one might wonder whether it is legitimate 
to include topics like ‘wisdom’ or even ‘Gospel’ in the sense of ‘good news’ іп а 
description of genre. 


Lucian calls Jesus a law-giver and a sophist (Peregrinus 13); Mara bar Sarapion refers to the 
‘new laws' which Jesus, ‘the wise king’, instituted. 

31 I am grateful to my colleague, James Carleton Paget, for pointing this out to me. 

32 Kelber, ‘In the Beginning were the Words’, 78-80. 


CHAPTER 10 


The Religious Outlook of Thomas' 


A central problem for scholarship on Thomas has been to identify its theology 
or religious outlook. This question has elicited a number of answers, in part 
because of Thomas's enigmatic content, its form and its brevity. As Schröter has 
remarked, Thomas has been taken variously to be a document of Gnosticism, 
or of Jewish-Christian encratism, or of wisdom theology, or as an expression of 
social radicalism.* Others have summarised Thomas as focused upon 'unitive 
mysticism’? or as a Valentinian product,* or as ‘an “orthodox” text from early 
Syrian Christianity'* Scholars have often attempted to align Thomas witha 
particular school of thought, and have aimed to fill in the gaps with the help 
of literature from that school. The difficulty, however, is that Thomas does not 
fit neatly (or even approximately) into any previously known Aairesis. It is 
therefore important, at least in the first instance, to look 
Чени йел: йене oca E de өк DART Киш 

ў y theology, then at le 


at Thomas as far as 
ast Thomas's central 


1 Bibliography: General treatments include Gartner, Theology; Montefiore 
and the Evangelists, 79-116; Haenchen, ‘Literatur’, 316 


& Turner, Thomas 


337: Davies, Gospel of Thomas and Chris- 
tian Wisdom; Zóckler, Jesu Lehren im Thomasevangelium, ioi 135; Ото, Thomas; Popkes, Men- 


schenbild; J. Schróter, ‘Die Herausforderung einer theologischen Interpretation des Thoma- 
sevangeliums; in J. Frey, J. Schröter & F.F. Popkes, eds. Das Thomasevangelium: Entstehung— 
Rezeption— Theologie (BNW 157; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008), 435 460; [| W. Jipp, ‘Death 


and the Human Predicament, Salvation as Transformation, and Bodily Practices in 1 Corin- 


thians and the Gospel of Thomas’, in M.F. Bird & J. Willitts, eds. Paul and the Gospels: Chris- 
tologies, Conflicts and Convergences (London/ New York: T&T Clark, 2011), 242-266; Perrin & 
Skinner, ‘Recent Trends in Gospel of Thomas Research, 70. 77: M. Grosso, ‘A Matter of Life and 
Death: Theological Refractions of a Literary Motive in the Gospel of Thomas’, in J. Schróter, 
ed. The Apocryphal Gospels within the Context of Early Christian Theology (BEThL; Leuven: 
Peeters, 2013), 549—562. 

2 Schröter, Erinnerung an Jesu Worte, 124: Мап hat es als gnostisch, als judenchristlich-enkrati- 
tisch, als weisheitlich oder als Ausdruck eines Soziatradikalismus gedeutet’ 

з Montefiore & Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists, 105. 

4 L.Cerfaux, ‘Les Paraboles du Royaume dans l' Évangile de Thomas’, in idem, Recueil Lucien 
Cerfaux: études d'exégése et d'histoire religieuse de Monseigneur Cerfaux (Gembloux: Duculot, 
1962), III.61-80 (76-80), is one of only a few scholars who take Thomas to be Valentinian. 

5 Eg. DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 7. 

6 Uro, Thomas, 4. 
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concerns as well as its more ambiguously articulated themes. The rough sketch 
here is of course dependent upon various points of interpretation argued for in 
the commentary below. 


10.1 Theological Framework 


Thomas's theology is fundamentally a soteriology: "Whoever finds the interpre- 
tation of these sayings will not taste death' (GTh 1). It is not primarily about 
common wisdom, as alleged both by some members of the Jesus Seminar, as 
well as by one of their staunchest critics.” For Thomas, the souls of the elect 
had their origins in the realm of light, the kingdom of the Father (GTh 49-50). 
Thomas provides instruction in how to return to that kingdom of the Father. 


The Father 

The Father is in one respect a prominent figure in Thomas, being mentioned 21 
times.5 On the other hand, it is striking that he is hardly a character at all; he is 
not identified as an agent in any significant way, in contrast to Jesus. The most 
that can probably be said is that he is characterised by ‘motion and rest’ like 
the elect (GTh 50), as well as having an 'image of light' in GTh 83. He evidently 
has a ‘will’ (99), and of course a Son (GTh 61; 64; 99), but especially a kingdom 
(GTh 57; 76; 96-99; 113). 


The Kingdom 
Although the Synoptics talk of the kingdom as ‘prepared’ (Mk 10.40; Matt. 25.34; 
cf. Mk 10.40; Matt. 20.23), Thomas goes further, envisaging the kingdom as a 
pre-existent, paradisal realm of light.? It is certainly not a geographical location 


7 See eg. H. Taussig, "The Gospel of Thomas and the Case for Jesus the Teacher of Common 
Wisdom’, Forum 10 (1994), 31-46, and on the other hand Wright, Judas and the Gospel of Jesus, 
2g: ‘the main difference is that, whereas the canonical gospels are news, "Thomas" and the 
others are advice’ (although Wright is correct that Thomas is not principally concerned with 
events). 

Including GTh 101, but excluding 105. 

On the kingdom, see E. Peretto, 'Loghia del Signore e Vangelo di Tommaso; Rivista biblica 24 
(1976), 13-56 (34-38), B.F. Miller, ‘A Study of the Theme of "Kingdom" The Gospel according 
to Thomas: Logion 18, NovT 9 (1967), 52-60, and especially King, ‘Kingdom’, 48-97, and 
H. Kvalbein, "The Kingdom of the Father in the Gospel of Thomas, in J. Fotopoulos, ed. The New 
Testament and Early Christian Literature in Greco-Roman Context: Studies in Honor of David 
E. Aune (NovTSupps 122; Leiden/ New York/ Köln: Brill, 2006), 203-230. 


CHAPTER 10 
146 


in the cosmos. It is closely associated with ‘light’ (49 во)!" мади еч 
inside the elect, and outside of them (3); they came from it а al 
there (49). It can also be found (27.1; 49), known (46), and most ij pens the 
(22 tris; 99; 14; cf. 39; 64; 75); or one can be ‘far from’ it ona isispreaüd 
disciples talk of the kingdom 'coming' (GTh 113), Jesus indi that it m es 
out everywhere (113): other traditional, futuristic language is um wm 
is some sort of future expectation (‘days are coming’ in СТЬ 79), but t in d 
related specifically to the kingdom, and even the rolling up of ше — is 
the earth do not have any effect upon the elect (GTh 1; 111).!2 lhe categor z 
of ‘now’ and ‘not yet’ do not apply in Thomas, because the kingdom is 
ever present, primordial paradise (18-19).!? The kingdom does not же. o 
the rich and powerful, but to the poor (54) and child-like (22; 46)." It is a place 


"c E eople's 
of primeval unity (22), and ought to be visible, though it is obscured by peop 
blindness (113). 


Creation and the Fall 
Understanding the creation of the wi 


orld in Thomas presents certain difficul- 
ties. We should not expect a syste 


matic account, and indeed we only have stint 
and elusive fragments. On some occasions, the creator figure is referred to in 
feminine terms: Adam came from a ‘great power and great wealth’ (GTh 85) 
and it is some sort of ‘true mother who gave Jesus life (101). These (along with 
‘the Mother in Grh 105) might be suggestive of the Spirit (cf. 44) as involved in 
creation, in two instances where it ig clearly positive. It is tantalising, however, 


10 Popkes, ‘Ich bin das Licht’, 660, 


sees them probably correctly as equivalents. 
11 There is no reference to it ‘co 


ming’ in the future (cf. Matt. 6.10/ Lk. 11.2/ Did. 8.2; 2Clem. 
5-5), or that one might ‘inherit’ it ( 
Eph. 5.5; Col. 1.12; Jas 2.5; 
1Cor. 6.9-10). As King rem: 
tently non-eschatological, 
Thomasevangelium, 179, 


cf. Matt. 25.34; 1Cor. 6.9-10; 1 Cor. 15.50; Gal. 521 

Ignatius, Eph. 163; Philad. 2.3, and Polycarp, Phil. 5.3. citing 

arks: ‘the use of kingdom in the Gospel of Thomas is conss 

nonapocalyptic' (King, ‘Kingdom’, 52). Zóckler, Jesu гаеп с 

rightly comments that Thomas is not an exponent of realise 
eschatology. See further, Gathercole, ‘The Heavens and the Earth Will Be Rolled ир, 280- 
302. 

12 Gathercole, ‘The Heavens and the Earth Will Be Rolled ир, 280—302. 


" S: 
13 Cf. A. Marjanen, 'Is Thomas a Gnostic Gospel? in R. Uro, ed. Thomas at the Crossroad: 


26): * lity, 
Essays on the Gospel of Thomas (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998), 107—139 (126): ‘a new reality, 
the kingdom’. 
А веат A E 
14 Hence Patterson is correct to characterise the kingdom as countercultural: see S.J oni 
i e g h 
son, ‘Wisdom in Q and Thomas’ іп L.G. Perdue, В.В. Scott & WJ. Wiseman, eds. In ваті 
of Wisdom: Essays in Memory of John G. Gammie (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox, 
1993), 187—221 (205, 220—221). 
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that GTh 101 has a lacuna at a kev point. In addition to GTh 77 (on which see 
below), the only other place where one might see a creator is in GTh 89, but 
that saying is also enigmatic. 

Whatever the truth about creation, the tragic reality of the present is the 
result of a fall. This is expressed in two main w 


ays, which can be summarised as 
a falling apart’ and a ‘falling downward’ With respect to the former, Jesus states 


that, ‘When you were one, vou became two' (11), and this theme of division 
is picked up in a number of places. Jesus on the other hand 'comes from the 
undivided’ (GTh 61.3), and is emphatically not ‘a divider’ (72). A conception of 
the fall as a separation appears in, among other places, the Valentinian myth, 
according to which the enthymesis of Sophia was removed from the pleroma 
and became Achamoth, an inferior form of Sophia (Irenaeus, AH 1.4.1), or as 
in another version, in which the Word is divided in two (Tri. Trac. 77,1—36). 
We will see that in Thomas the recovery of primordial unity is a key task in the 
discipleship of the elect. 

As far as the ‘downward’ fall is concerned, the spirit descends into physical 
human bodies, as Jesus states: ‘lam amazed at how this great wealth [sc. spirit] 
has made its home in this poverty [i.e. the body, the flesh]' (29). This is clearly 
related in some unspecified way to the fall of Adam, and his death (85).5 So 
there is a conception of a heavenly fall with mundane implications for human 
beings. None of this is connected explicitly with sin, however, a topic which 
plays a very small role in the Gospel of Thomas. The cause of this fall is unclear. 

A number of options existed in Thomas's intellectual environment for why 
souls descended into bodies, many of which arise out of interpretations of 
the Timaeus and the Phaedrus.'* Alcinous lists four options: ‘either following 
their turn in a numbered sequence, or by the will of the gods, or through 

intemperance, or through love of the body; body and soul, after all, have a 
certain affinity for one another, like fire and asphalt. Iamblichus's De Anima 23 
discusses various accounts of ‘the activities which induce the soul to descend; 


15 This is almost certainly a human Adam here, hence his death, and the reference to him 
(peculiarly) as associated with 'those born of woman’ (GTh 46). 

16 — In addition to the discussions below, see J.M. Dillon, ‘The Descent of the Soul in Middle 
Platonic and Gnostic Theory’, in B. Layton, ed. The Rediscovery of Gnosticism: 1. The School 
of Valentinus (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1980), 357-364; idem, The Middle Platonists: A Study of 
Platonism, 80 В.С. to A.D. 220 (London: Duckworth, 1977). 245-246, 293-294) 359-360, 375, 
and, especially on the impulses from Plato, B. Fleet, Plotinus Ennead 1/8: On the Descent 
ofthe Soul into Bodies (Las Vegas/ Zurich/ Athens: Parmenides, 2012), 145-149. 

17 Alcinous, Didaskalikos 25.6; translation in J.M. Dillon, A/cinous: The Handbook of Platonism 
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1993), 34, and see 155-158 for commentary on the passage. 
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listing the following: a kind of desire for independence (Plotinus!5); ‘flight 
from God’ (Empedocles), and ‘the rest which consists in change’ (Heraclitus), 
'derangement and deviation' (the Gnostics), and 'the erring judgment of a free 
will’ (Albinus).!? lamblichus returns later to a very similar theme, where some 
Platonists are described as taking the view that there are multiple modes of 
descent (De Anima 26); in De Anima 27 Heraclitus's view is repeated (souls must 
be in motion because it is an effort for them to stay still), and two opinions of 
Taurus or his followers are described, the completion of the number of souls in 
the universe, and the demonstration of the divine life (cf. Alcinous's first two 
options?).?? Other explanations include the soul's intention to administer the 
material realm (Plutarch's stranger;?! Plotinus, Enn. 4-8-4-5). Philo's enigmatic 
explanation is that the soul was ‘not able to overcome a satiety with divine 
blessings’? The other distinction made is that between willing and unwilling 

descent (Iamblichus, De Anima 27).23 
Some of these are incompatible with Thomas. It is hard to imagine that for 
Thomas, the soul-spirit, being ‘great wealth’, could have had evil propensities 
or incompetence before its descent (the view attributed to Albinus or the 
Gnostics). Additionally, Alcinous's last option, where there is an attraction 
between soul and body because of their mutual affinity (the view which he 
probably holds himself), probably does not do justice to the way in which 
Thomas portrays their rather more hostile relationship (see commentary on 
GTh 87 and 112 below). The problem of characterising Thomas's own view is 
complicated further by imagery which defies systematisation: in GTh 57, the 
evil is sown among the good, whereas in 21.2—3 and 29, the good has taken up 
residence in what is alien. Two points which have not yet been brought into the 
discussion еа deserve mention. Firstly, the ‘all coming forth’ from Jesus 
ee te ale fall of the light or pneumatic element, 
oy Lcd anto Heraclii Rene e эниш the view attributed 
down and that for them to remain in ies i5 те il алар and teed 
oil but to change is rest’ may 


18 ‘Primal otherness’. Plotinus (Enn. 
pendence and ‘audacity’ (tolma). 

19 Tr. J.F. Finamore & J.M. Dillon, 
tary (Leiden/ Boston/ Köln: В 

20 See Finamore & Dillon, lamb, 
commentary. 

21 Dillon, "The Descent of the Soul, 358-359. 

22 Нег. 240; see Dillon, ‘Descent of the Soul’, 362-36 

23 Fleet, Plotinus Ennead IV8, 150-151, ' S8 


5:11) relates this primal otherness to a desire for inde- 


n Jamblichus: De Anima. Text, Translation and Commen- 
ri x 
i : 2002), 49; see 48 for text, and 135-136 for commentary. 
7 š ^ 
chus: De Anima, 54—55 for text and translation; 151—153 for 
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have something in common with Thomas:?* ‘motion and rest’ are the ‘sign of 
the Father’ in the elect in GTh 50, and, as we have seen, GTh 77 talks of the all 
both ‘coming forth’ from Jesus (cf. the ‘road down’) and ‘extending to’ him (cf. 
the ‘road up’). Such connections must remain speculative, however. 


The World 

Uncertainty about the character of the fall is one reason for a degree ofambigu- 
ity in Thomas about the world, for which the Coptic uses the Greek loan word 
xocuoc.?5 On the one hand, Thomas seems very negative about the world: it is 
described as a corpse (GTh 56), its implied ‘death’ putting it at the very neg- 
ative extreme of Thomas's moral spectrum.?6 Some have seen this negativity 
as arising from a demiurge who is responsible for creation, for example in the 
reference to God/ god in the ‘Render unto Caesar’ pericope (GTh 100). On the 
other hand, Zóckler draws attention to the fact that according to GTh 24 the 
world can be enlightened,?? and for Marjanen the world is the arena where sal- 
vation is possible for people, with the same creator making both the inside and 
the outside of the metaphorical cup (СТЬ 89).2% 

As one proceeds through Thomas, it is the negative elements which come 
to the fore. One sees the ridiculousness of the kingdom being part of this 
world—in the air or the sea (GTh 3). Jesus has cast fire on the world in GTh 
10, and СТЬ 16 repeats this idea, adding ‘sword and маг. СТЬ 21 may imply that 
the world belongs to other powers. The world is probably the implied object of 
‘passing by’ in GTh 42. As noted, it is a corpse (56), and should be renounced 
(110). There is an overridingly negative impression here. If the world is to be 


ёбу тє ğvw хай xátw Stamopedecban các puxas breues xai тд pev 
тоф avtoic Extpévetv хбратоу elvat, тд 5é petaBdArew pépes dvaravow. 
25 Fora good discussion of the ambiguities, sce Marjanen, ‘Is Thomas a Gnostic Gospel?, not- 


24 Iamblichus, De Anima 


ing that the world is the arena where salvation is possible for people (124), is a dangerous 
threat (126), the world may have once been good when created but now bad, ‘although 
this is nowhere explicitly stated’ (131). 

26 Patterson, ‘View from Across the Euphrates; 418, is a little too weak in talking of the w 
as ‘simply something dead ... and as such a distraction ... which one should rightly view as 


orld 


inferior and unworthy of devotion: Better is Sellew's stronger statement, that the world is 
the ‘locus of death’, and ‘both a mortal and a morbid entity’ See P. Sellew, ‘Death, Body, and 
the World in the Gospel of Thomas; in E.A. Livingstone, ed. Studia Patristica 31 (Leuven: 
Peeters, 1997), 530—534 (530). See further the discussion in the commentary below (ad GTh 
1, ‘Notes’). 

27  Zóckler ‘Light within the Human Person’, 495-496; cf. ‘a person's light is not only interre- 
lated with the world but sustains it' (499). 

28 Marjanen, 'Is Thomas a Gnostic Gospel?’ 124. 
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illuminated, it is only because it is dark in the first place. It may be that the 
positive illumination is confined to the world qua people: when Jesus stands 
in the midst of the world in GTh 28, there kocuoc is glossed in anthropological 
terms—as 'them'— namely, the blind, empty and drunk who nevertheless have 
the capacity to repent. 

It is interesting that, in contrast to the world, 'the all' came forth from Jesus 
andis identified with Jesus, and 'the earth' is the realm over which the kingdom 
is spread out (GTh 113). This may point to different realms, as has already been 
suggested (see further the commentary below). One can compare here the 
contrast between the world and ‘the all’ (as well as the Pleroma) in the Treatise 
on the Resurrection (46,34—39).?? 

There is also a degree of ambiguity in the treatments of particular *worldly' 
themes. Some are sharply rejected: the accumulation of wealth is frowned upon 
and commerce shunned (see e.g. GTh 63-65), as are the finely clothed but 
ignorant rulers of GTh 78. On the other hand, other items are treated merely 
as matters of indifference, such as clothes (36: ‘do not be concerned ...’) and 
diet (14: ‘eat whatever is set before you’): this almost certainly means there 
is no prohibition of eating meat.?? The same is true of moncy per se in GTh 
95.2, where giving to those who cannot give it back signals at the same time 
altruism and indifference to one's own possession of money; similarly, one can 
without hesitation give Caesar back what be d 


longs to him (100) because it holds 
no appeal to the true disciple. 


The Body 
Mirroring Thomas’s view of the world is the 
is certainly a stark contrast between the sou 
the body or flesh on the other, (The te 


perspective on the body. There 
l or spirit on the one side and 


distinguished, nor do bod rms spirit and soul do not seem clearly 
2 dus у and flesh.) As we saw in the discussion of the fall, 
Jesus expresses his amazement that such great we 


to occupy a position of poverty, i.e. in the 

that this cohabitation is an ill, however, as 
the mutual dependence upon the flesh ands 
there is a contrast between the external, phy. 


alth, viz. the spirit, has come 
flesh (GTh 29.3). Thomas suggests 
there is a woe pronounced upon 
oul in GTh 112. Less antithetically, 
Sical image on the one hand, and 


29 "Strong is the system of the Pleroma, but sm 
became the cosmos. But the All is that which 
зо Pace F.F. Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins 
der and Stoughton, 1974), uo— 


all is that which went forth (from it) and 
is encompassed.’ 

outside the New Testament (London: Hod- 
156 (117): ‘eating of flesh was bably disc ^ cf. 
i ^s as probably discouraged'; cf. 
S.L. Davies, The Gospel of Thomas: Annotated and Explained (Woodstock: Skylight, 2002), 
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the pre-existent, spiritual image on the other (84), but not an opposition. It 
is just possible that the body is neutral in Thomas's mind. On the other hand, 
two factors might point in the direction of a more negative perspective. For 
one, the existence of the spirit in the body seems to correlate with the sense 
of alienation which is explained as being "two"— divided, rather than a whole 
unity. Another factor is that for some readers, the view of the world would have 
rubbed off on their view of the physical body: it is difficult to keep these too far 
apart. It is an outstanding question in the Platonism of the period whether the 
body is the negative ‘fetter’ that it is in the Phaedo,*! or in fact something less 
detrimental to the soul. Valentinians maintained that in the body and other 
created institutions, 'the likeness of the divine is rather eclipsed than wholly 
obscured' as Edwards has put it, in contrast to the sharper negativity of the 
Gnostics. 


* Thomas does not seem to have taken a clear stance on this question, 
while tending in a negative direction. 


The History of Israel 

Moving to the more mundane sphere of history, there are only brief allusions in 
Thomas to Israel, which is perhaps seen as one of history's unfortunate paren- 
theses. As we have seen above, circumcision and ‘the Jews’ are characterised as 
straightforwardly negative (СТЬ 43 and 53; see above § 7.3, and commentary ad 
locc. below); the Pharisees (and Scribes) aim to prevent people from discover- 
ing the truth in GTh 39 and 102; Israel may well be the illegitimate vine which 
will be uprooted (GTh до); the temple will be irrevocably destroyed (GTh 71). 
More positive is John the Baptist, but as in Matthew 11 and Luke 7 he is primar- 
ily the pinnacle of the old age, and inferior to anyone participating in Jesus’ 
kingdom (GTh 46). 


Jesus and Revelation 
It is probable that Thomas portrays Jesus as incarnate: he is fundamentally 
‘light’ (GTh 77), but also entered the world as ‘flesh’ (GTh 28).33 Although there 
is a sense in which the true disciple can be identified with Jesus (СТЬ 108) and 
the disciple Thomas should not even call Jesus ‘master’ (GTh 13), nevertheless 
in various ways Jesus retains a transcendence.? He is, for example, the agent 


31 In Plato, Phaed. 67D, Socrates talks of the soul ёхАоорёууу болер ёх Seapav ёх тод соратос̧. 

32 Edwards, 'Gnostics and Valentinians' 41. 

33 This has sometimes been disputed, on the grounds that СТЬ 285 language of Jesus being 
‘manifest in the flesh’ could have docetic overtones. This is not really an easily defensible 
position, however: see commentary below on GTh 28. 

34 Pace A. Marjanen, "The Portrait of Jesus in the Gospel of Thomas, in J. Ma. Asgeirsson, 
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of election (GTh 23) and judgment (GTh 10; 16); the elect are Ais disciples (55), 
and are under his ‘lordship’ (go); all are to give him his due (GTh 100), and 
supremely, he is the light above all and the all in GTh 77. His relation to the 
supreme divine being is as son (99), and he also appears to receive life in some 
sense from another, feminine, spiritual being (105).*° 

Central to the christology of Thomas, however, is his identity as revealer. 
In GTh 17 this is highlighted: ‘I will give you what eye has not seen, and 
what ear has not heard, and what hand has not touched, nor has it ascended 
to the heart of man. The theme is picked up in GTh 38, highlighting Jesus 
(and by implication the Gospel of Thomas) as the unique source of revelation. 
The format of the whole Gospel (‘Jesus says ...; ‘Jesus says ..., ‘Jesus says ...’) 
draws attention to just this point. The opening lines of the Gospel set out the 
significance of this revelation entrusted to Thomas, this revelation which must 
be rightly understood and which is the means to escaping death (Prologue * 
GTh 1). 


(Self -)Knowledge 
After a saying which expands upon the eschatological reward of escaping death 
(2), we have another statement which probably glosses the comprehension 
of Jesus’ revelation: GTh 3, with its reference to knowing oneself. Knowledge 
is a central theme in the work. There are twenty-five instances of the word 
coovu in Thomas, twenty of which are of theological significance, with five 
more casual instances.*6 There is also the Greek loan-word ruocic in GTh 
39-1, and six instances of Coptic eme (probably five theological in intent). 
This is an extraordinary density of 'knowing' voc | 
is such a short work. There is also а strong focus 
source of this knowledge (Prologue; GTh 38 e 
to ‘self-knowledge’ should not be 1 


psychological introspection, 'self-kn 


abulary, given that Thomas 
on the words of Jesus as the 
tc.). The references specifically 
understood as concerned with a kind of 
owledge' in the sense of knowing one's own 


л, Uro, eds. Thomasine Traditions in Antiquity: The Social and Cultural 
pel of Thomas (NHMS 59; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 209-219. 

35 dyes [apa нщ Jesus is in some sense the twin of the Father, as argued by 
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37 СТР 3.4; 21.5; 43.2; (62.2); 97.3; 98.2. | 
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personality, knowing one's abilities and identity in relation to and comparison 
with others. Rather, it is about knowing what you are in the grand theological 
scheme of things — knowing about yourself. It is probably something close to 
what is summarised in the words of the Valentinian Theodotus, who defines 
knowledge (yvóàctc) by way of the following questions: 


Who were we and what have we become? Where were we and where are 
we now cast? To where are we hastening and from what have we been 
delivered? What is birth? What is rebirth?38 


(For further parallels and discussion, see the commentary below on GTh 3.4.) 
The answers to all these questions are thematised in Thomas: ‘Who were we and 
what have we become?’ We were spirits pure and simple but are now divided 
between spirit and body. ‘Where were we and where are we now cast?’ We were 
in the primordial light, but have now been thrown into a corpse-like world. 
“То where are we hastening and from what have we been delivered? We have 
been delivered already from ignorance, and are now heading for—or better, 
returning to—the perfected salvation which is already substantially possessed. 


Salvation 
This knowledge about oneself that Jesus reveals according to the Gospel of 
Thomas, then, is the necessary condition for salvation. This state of salvation is 
depicted in various ways as, for example, vision of the Father, ascendancy over 
the cosmos, being in a united state (on which more below) and perhaps pre- 
dominantly, ‘rest’. DeConick rightly emphasises the motif of visionary experi- 
ence in places such as GTh 59,3 and there is a good deal of visual language else- 
where in Thomas (e.g. GTh 5; 15; 27.2; 37; 38; 84), even if it is not the central idea 
in Thomas. There is still a strong emphasis on text and textual interpretation 
as precondition for salvation, and other soteriological motifs are also promi- 
nent. Ascendancy over the cosmos is a key goal for true disciples, expressed 
in terms of their reigning (GTh 2), and conversely of the obedience or service 
which elements of the world will render (19.2; 48; 106): additionally, ‘the world 
is not worthy’ of such disciples (56; 80; 111). ‘Rest’ is also another important 
result (51; 60; 90), signalling freedom from the temptations of the world and— 
ultimately— freedom from the labour of discipleship. It may be dangerous to 


38 Clement, Exc. 78. 2. 
39 A.D. DeConick, Seek to See Him: Ascent and Vision Mysticism in the Gospel of Thomas 
(Leiden: Brill, 1996), 123-125. 
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assign primacy to any particular image, but there is certainly widespread refer- 
ence in Thomas to the cultivation or creation of a unitary personhood or nature 
in the enacted discipleship of the elect, and this theme merits more extended 
treatment. 


10.2 The Practice of Discipleship in Thomas 


We have above characterised the fall as a kind of disintegration, which is more 


precisely a splitting of reality into binary opposites. There are various instances 
of this. The audience itself is ‘two’ (11), but GTh 22 especially focuses on the 
inside/ outside, above/ below, male/female divisions. Existentially, loyalties are 
divided (47) and the disciples ‘like the Jews’ ope 
tions (43, 89). The ‘house’ can be divided (48; cf 
the internal ‘image’ and the external 
dichotomy, as does the 


rate with inconsistent distinc- 
- 106). The distinction between 
"likeness' (84) recalls the inside/ outside 
false distinction between the inside and the outside of 
the cup (89). The need for Mary and women in general to be assimilated to 
maleness (114) reflects (though not exactly) the male/ female division in 22. 
There are three aspects to the resolution of these divisions, which might be 
called ‘self-union; ‘gender union’ and ‘christological union’, and all these require 
actualisation by the disciple. As Frend has noted, salvation is not conceived 
as instantaneous, but rather results from ‘advance towards spiritual perfection 
through the practice of ascetic virtues and repentance’? Although one might 
quibble with some of Frend's terminology, the thought is a valid ne There are 
quite pha images which express this side of Thomas's theology: We will 
examine these individually before exploring their potential coherence. 


Self-Union 


rb ‘to save’ (тоүҳо) is 
n the language of that 


yourselves’, This probably refers to the true image, 


boh à Я 
de this real image which needs to come to the fore, 
er the external visible image 


aps f 6 presented in the Боду“ 
a ^ ound in the Gospel of Judas: ‘Let whoever is [strong] 
8 forth the perfect man and stand in the presence of my 


or spirit, hidden within, It j 
and to take precedence 
A similar idea is perh 


40 Frend, ‘Gospel of Thomas; 16, 


41 For an extensive discussion of Thomas's image theology, see 


Popkes, Menschenbild, 215- 
347. 
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face’ (Gos. Jud. 35,2 6); compare also Gos. Mary 1845-17. Relatedly, the Treatise 
on the Resurrection comments that it is not our dead, external limbs which will 
be resurrected, but the truc living members (Treat. Res. 47,38-48,3). ‘Light’ is 
another image used in Thomas to describe the saving, internal element (GTh 
24). 

GTh 22 
hand in place of a hand, and a foot in place ofa foot, and an image in place ofan 
image' as preconditions for entering the kingdom. Here, the construction of a 
new person is in some sense envisaged, although one might more properly label 
thisa reunification and return to a primordial state. The conclusion—'an image 
in place of an image’ 


imilarly talks of when vou fashion eyes in the place of an eye, and а 


may well be а summary. The new, or true, person within 
needs to supersede the external physical person. The two 'images' correspond 
to those in GTh 84, the external ‘likeness’ as opposed to ‘your images which 
came into being before you, and which neither die nor become manifest. 
The latter needs to swallow up the former. If GTh 7o spoke of bringing forth 
and externalising the true image within, GTh 22 speaks slightly differently of 
replacing the external with the internal. The emphasis here is on the new/ 
primordial identity, and the ‘intentional reformation of the self and creating 
an ‘alternative symbolic universe’.42 

Somewhat different is the metaphor of ‘becoming a child’ (GTh 46; cf. 4, 
21, 22, 37, 50), although this too connotes a primordial identity. In addition to 
the connotations of asexuality and innocence, there is the element of childlike 


nakedness without shame (37) evoking the Garden of Eden. This connection is 
also made by Philo: 


"And the two were naked, both Adam and his wife, and they were not 
ashamed; but the serpent was the most subtle ofall the beasts which were 
on the earth, which the Lord God had made" (Gen. 2.25; 3.1). The mind, 
which is clothed neither with vice nor with virtue, but really stripped of 
both, is naked, like the soul of an infant child ... 


(Leg. 2-53) 


Thomas probably similarly sees the child-like state as that possessed by the 
elect disciple who has reverted to primordial innocence. This is often, probably 
correctly, seen as a reversion to a primordial state construed as an Adamic iden- 


tity; a specifically Adamic state is not always strongly emphasised in Thomas, 
however. 


42 Valantasis, ‘Is the Gospel of Thomas Ascetical?, 61, G4. 
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The 'child' imagery is linked to, and perhaps explicated by, two related 
motifs, those of the unifying of the divided self, and of stripping naked. 

Jesus in GTh 22 commends suckling babies as models of discipleship, and 
then immediately talks in terms of *when you make the two опе, especially 
the inside/ outside, above/ below, and male/ female. Hence Jesus exhorts the 
disciples to participate in the resolution of the 'inside/ outside' dichotomy (cf. 
also 48 and 106).*? There is some tension between unification and replacement 
(for example of ‘outside’ and ‘inside’), but they have a similar field of reference. 

The motif of ‘stripping off one's clothes’, noted in the parable in GTh 21, 
comes to prominence in GTh 37 as necessary for vision of Jesus. Whether this is 
achievable in the present oris eschatological is unclear. The precise contours of 
this expression are not especially relevant here: what is clear is that we havea 
removal of the external, which connects with (indeed, constitutes the negative 
element of) the replacement of the external with the internal in GTh 22. 

We have here, then, various construals of the internal and external: (i) 
bringing forth what is internal, (ii) replacing the external with the internal, 
(iii) unifying external and internal, and (iv) removal of the external. It would 
be rather churlish to decry any inconsistencies that may be present here. For 
Thomas, (i) and (ii) are derived from the Gospel’s image theology, and (iii) 
and (iv) are closely related to the ‘child’ motif. Across those two themes of 
the image and the child, we have noted that (iv) can be seen as a component 
of (ii), and—in particular —GTh 22 fuses both themes, with the child as the 
symbol ofthe unified image. Additionally, they are all related to the primordial 
state in which the eternal image within recovers its superiority over outward 
physical likeness (although (iii) is surprising herc). It is inte 
(in a passage already alluded to) 
setting of Genesis 1—2: 


resting that Philo 
can also combine these in the same primeval 


Observe that it is not the woman who cle 


contrary, th i 

E ТУ, the man to the woman, that is, the mind to sensation. For when 
t e etter, namely, the mind, is united to the 
it is then dissolved into the worse, that is th 


aves to the man, but on the 


worse, namely, sensation, 
e nature of the flesh, and 
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with the saviour and with the heavenly self 
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into sensation, the cause of the passions. But when the worse, namely 
sensation, follows the better, the mind, then it will no longer be flesh, but 
both will be mind 

(Leg. 2.50) 


Here, the mind is fused with the tlesh (cf. iii), but then when the mind becomes 
the prominent element (cf. i) and the flesh follows the mind, then the flesh will 
also become mind (cf. ii and iv). There is a degree of coherence in Thomas's 
account here without it being systematic. 


Gender Union 
This leads us in to the theme of ‘gender union’: just as male/ female division is 
an aspect of the plight in Thomas, so the construction of an androgynous state 
is part of the solution. As Klijn puts it, humanity was originally one but became 
two by becoming male and female; the person needs to return to that unitary, 
single state.** Klijn draws attention to Philo as again illuminating this theme.*5 
(There are also Syrian and Talmudic parallels, but these come from a later 
time.*9) Philo saw God as monad in contrast to the dyadic human (Deus 82— 
84), and in contrast to divisible matter (Spec. 3.180). In fact, however, humanity 
was originally not dyadic when existing as the uncontaminated image of God 
(Opif.134).*? This is associated by Philo with man/ woman, where man is ‘mind’ 
and woman ‘sensation’, as in the passage just quoted above (Leg. 2.50). A post- 
mortem existence in which the duality is resolve 


d into its original unity awaits 
humanity.?? Thomas is also similar in this respect to the Gospel of Philip, 


where 
the separation of 'Adam' and 'Eve' is imagined as 


a fall in need of reversal:*9 


44 А.ЕЈ. Klijn, ‘The “Single One" in the Gospel of Thomas’, JBL 81 (1962), 271-278 (272-273). 
45 Klijn, Single One’, 276. 

46 Klijn, ‘Single One’, 275-276. 

47 ‘And by this [viz. Gen. 2.7] he shows very clearly that there is a vast difference between 


man as he is formed now, and the man who formerly came into being according to the 


image of God. For one is now formed as perceptible, partaking of qualities, consisting of 
body and soul, man or woman, by nature mortal. But the other made according to the 
image was an idea, or a kind, or a seal, intelligible, incorporeal, neither male nor female, 
incorruptible by nature. 


48 Vit. Mos. 2.288: ‘Some time later, when he (Moses) was to make his pilgrimage from earth to 


heaven, and abandon mortal life to be made immortal, he was summoned by the Father, 

who resolved him, being two—soul and body, into a unit, transforming completely his 
whole being into mind, pure as sunlight.’ 

49 Also close to Thomas, as an instance of the unity of the person is (mutatis mutandis) 


Ignatius's desire for the Magnesians' ‘unity of flesh and spirit’ (Magn. 1.2). 
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If the female had not separated from the male, the female and the male 
would not have died. The separation of male and female was the begin- 
ning of death. Christ came to heal the separation that was from the begin- 
ning and reunite the two, in order to give life to those who died through 
separation and unite them. 

(Gos. Phil. 70,9-17) 


А passage following shortly after this elaborates, and although it нее 
fragmentary, it may suggest that the unification of Adam's soul and spirit are 
analogous to the salvation of the addressees of Philip (70,23-28). The Cap 
of the Egyptians also makes the unification of male and female a condition of 
salvation much as does the Gospel of Philip. 

The unity in Thomas may not be best construed as entirely genderless, but 
might be best described as ‘male androgyny’ (see commentary below on GTh 


14). The way in which the male/ female distinction is treated in Thomas, 
however, does not necessarily e 


nable us to identify the gender dynamics in the 

Thomas movement.50 
Christological Union 

Finally, the resolution of cosmic division 


results in incorporation (perhaps even 
absorption) of the person in 


to Jesus himself (hence, ‘christological union’). 
As GTh 108 has it: ‘Whoever drinks from my mouth will become like me. I 
myself will become him 57 (108.1-2). The degree of assimilation here is strong, 
reflecting more than à Pauline imagery of being in Christ, and closer to the kind 
of ‘unitive mysticism’s1 or ӧроіостс̧ беф in the strong sense in the Gospel of Eve 
or the Gospel of Philip (see commentary on GTh 108 below). The precise nature 
of this union jn Thomas eludes сваи 


Concrete Requirements 
More concretely, 


traditional terms 
‘fasting to the wo 
and the world (n 
subordinated to t 


what is required is radical self-denial. This is expressed in the 
of taking up the cross (55), but also through the language of 
rld' and observing 'sabbath' (27), and renouncing power (81) 


о). Obligations to parents (101) and to anything else must be 
he requirement of Jesus. 
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51 Montefiore & Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists, 105. 
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More positively, there are a number of motifs which highlight the devotion 
to the matters advocated in Thomas, summarised in GTh gg as doing the will 
of the Father, and elsewhere as seeking rest (60) or seeking the imperishable 
treasure (76). The importance of seeking is reinforced by the fact that through- 
out Thomas finding is a soteriological good (GTh 1; 2; 8; 27; 38; 49; 56; 58; 772; 
80; 90; 92; 94; 97?: 107; 109.3; 110; 111). In addition to this language, salvation can 
also be said to depend on particular attributes which are to be developed. Sin- 
glemindedness, especially about true knowledge over against its alternatives, 
is prominent in the parables (GTh 8; 76; 107), as well as in the aphorisms (e.g. 
GTh 32-34). Also notable is the demand of exacting labour (GTh 2; 58; 107.3, 
109.3)— related to the seeking motif. Discipleship is also characterised by readi- 
ness, a theme employed most consistently in contexts of conflict imagery: being 
armed in anticipation of robbery (СТЬ 21.4?; 103) and being able to effect a 
killing (98). Where this theme of readiness comes particularly into prominence, 
however, is in the preparation of acquiring knowledge necessary for heavenly 
ascent (GTh 50). 

The knowledge of one's place in relation to the kingdom and the cosmos 
is highly relevant to this postmortem scenario envisaged in GTh 50. In the 
personal eschatology set out in Thomas, the soul is asked a series of questions 
about her identity, origin and characteristics. Hence, mastery of what Thomas 
says about these themes is essential labour for the true disciple. As noted above 
in 810.1, Thomas's theology is fundamentally soteriological. 


The Problem of "Asceticism" in Thomas 
Some scholars have emphasised very strongly that for Thomas the goal of dis- 
cipleship is apatheia and that permanent celibacy is a sine qua non for the 
elect. Frend wrote of ‘complete sexual abnegation'5? and Turner of Thomas's 
‘fastidious abhorrence of sex:53 Richardson remarked that Thomas is ‘crystal 
clear’ on the point;5+ Lincoln stated not only that a requirement of chastity 
was ‘certain’, but added: ‘it is not unthinkable that even so extreme a mea- 
sure as self-castration may have been practiced by the senior members of the 
Thomas-community'55 More recently, for DeConick, abstinence is the neces- 
sary preparation for openness to visionary experience, which she argues is also 


52 Frend, ‘Gospel of Thomas; 17. 

53 Montefiore & Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists, 96. 

54 Richardson, “The Gospel of Thomas: Gnostic or Encratite?, 69. 

55 B. Lincoln, "homas-Gospel and Thomas-Community: A New Approach to a Familiar Text, 
МУТ 19 (1977), 65-76 (75). 


TER 10 
ЈНАРТЕК 
160 c 


crucial to Thomas.56 Certainly there 
to such an interpretation, as for exa 
perhaps a veiled condemnation of marriage in GTh 89,9" Р " 

At the other extreme, Davies has stated that there is no such thing; ‘Thoma 


i i ih its indif- 
never mentions either marriage or sexual continence." Indeed, with itsin 
ference to these themes, Thomas ‘co 


thing to be said for this understandi 
Thomas's cultural environment we 


F > amenable 
are places which might well be aren nd 
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mple in the references to single ones, 


ntradicts encratism'59 There is also some- 
ng, given that early Christians and others s 
re perfectly capable of talking clearly "ci 
celibacy if they wanted to: Paul's commendation (though not requirement) 0 

celibacy is clear (1Cor. 77), but the same is not true of Thomas. On the other 


; à ; В ме 
hand, is Thomas ever Crystal clear’, апа given the nature of the work, should 
expect such clarity? 


More moderately, 
give birth is relegate 


ceived and the breasts which have not ger 
danger of interpreting the 'single ones 
rather later, fourth-century Syrian ы 
ng singleness should not be dismisse 
€ no clear prohibition of marriage. | 
rejecting a clear requirement for celibacy in 
to say that for those disciples who have ears 
) commended life. A brief survey of Thomas 
- СТЬ 7 may include, among other things a 
з i me being is ‘not born of woman’ (GI а 15). 
The addition of 'and they will Stand as solitary’ to the saying about division 
шше ашу (26) implies Separation from the family. Child imagery, with its 
potential connotations of asexual innocence, is very concentrated (4, 21, 22, 
37, 46), with the relativisation of the male-female distinction in one of those 
sayings (22), and some degree of contrast with ‘those born of woman’ in another 
(46). Certainly there is a redefinition of family in the Synoptic Gospels, but 


it is notable that Thomas hag taken over much of this material in, again, à 
concentrated мау (GTh i5 
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Matthew and Luke, slightly over one-quarter the length of John, and slightly 
over one-third the length of Mark.°°) Salome, perhaps known from the Gospel 
ofthe Egyptians as a celibate,*! is highlighted as a disciple in СТЬ 61. A marriage 
is an excuse for avoiding (allegorically) discipleship in the parable about the 
‘places of my Father’ in GTh 64. Only the solitary, ironically, will enter the true 
bridal chamber (GTh 75). In contrast to the fertile, it is the barren who are 
blessed in GTh 79. Perhaps the most negative statement about sex is that in 
which a body dependent on another body is denounced as ‘wretched’ (87): at 
risk of hair-splitting, however, ‘wretched, or ‘pitiable’, might not be so negative 
as e.g. the ‘cursed’ state in GTh 7.2. In contrast to the biological family of Jesus, 
the obedient are his true family (99). and the physical parents of disciples are 
to be ‘hated’ (101). Thomas disciples are instead characterised as those who 
know their true Father and Mother. In the treasure parable, the 
ignorant, but the one who works achieves success (109). 
male in order to enter the kingdom (114). 

'Asceticism' and 'encratism' have probably become words too ill-defined to 
be useful in Thomas scholarship at present. What should probably be said, how- 
ever, is that in contrast to the extreme positions of both Richardson and Davies, 
commendation (but not requirement) of celibacy is present in a concentrated 
way. Accompanying this is a stance of indifference to and disregard for bio- 
logical relations, as the statements above have alre; 


ady implied. As Uro rightly 


biological son is 
- Women must become 


notes, there is a ‘disregard for family ties’ 


10.3 Social Ethos and Practices 


Less important in Thomas, but not irrelevant, are the 
and practices enjoined. These are not extensive. P. 
much of a ‘community’ as a ‘loosely structured m 
highly organized'93 Hence there is not a large 
There are no references to baptisms or euch 


Various social attitudes 
atterson rightly talks not so 
ovement’, which is ‘not very 
Set of community regulations. 
arists, or observance of a literal 
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61 Clement, Strom. 3.9.66.1-2. 
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sabbath, though some have seen these.^* There is, however, an emphasis on 
speaking the truth and doing as you would be done by, but even these are 
expressed in negative terms (G'Th 6). More positive statements come in the 
commands to love and guard a brother (25), to give generously (95), and in the 
reference to social fasting (69.2). 

Some have strongly emphasised the missionary outlook of the Thomas 
movement as reflected in the document, most notably Patterson, who sees in 
the work an itinerant radicalism—in Theissen's term, 'Wanderradikalismus'5* 
(This is not to imply that Thomas is itself an evangelistic tract.) At the other 
end, Popkes objects that some characteristics of ‘Wanderradikalismus’, such 
as its Jewish-Christian character, are absent from Thomas, and that there are 
only marginal hints of mission.^* This seems like an over-reaction. Others such 
as Schröter, have struck a succ 
undervaluing mission in Thomas. 


sful balance between over-emphasising and 
"7 There does appear to be a kind of mission- 
ary programme presupposed in the incorporation of the traditional synoptic 
sayings about eating whatever is set before 
places (GTh 14), and asking for labourers to be sent out into the great har- 
vest (GTh 73). Thomas combines an exclusivity of loyalties with an openness 
to accepting new converts on its own terms (cf. € 
is difficult to be certain from Thomas the 
wandering mobile movement 
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the bridegroom leaves the brid 
This might only be a problem 
tic parallel—to Jesus death is 
groom from the bridal chambe 
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the bridal chamber), whien 1, of Philip (a work which particularly thematises 
as a close association with Thomas in the fathers 


you when you go into different 


7Th 4). In the end, however, it 
extent to which the movement was à 
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, alongside fasting and almsgiving (GTh 
n also rather mysteriously say: ‘But when 
al chamber, then let them fast and pray’ (104). 
however, if GTh 104 refers—as does its Synop- 
ascension. In fact, the departure of the bride- 
r probably has a rather different meaning, since 
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and іп Nag Hammadi Codex 1:9 "The winter is the world, the summer the 
other aeon. Let us sow in the world so that we may reap in the summer. 
Therefore it is right for us not to pray in the winter’ (Gos. Phil. 52,26-29). A 
further similarity between Thomas and Philip, then, is that they both con- 
nect the prohibition of prayer with a particular epoch of time. Even if Thomas 
forbids prayer, however, or reinterprets it dramatically, there is still a resid- 
ual prayer in 7: 
vest.’ 


‘Ask the Lord, theretore, to send out labourers to the har- 


10.4 Thomas's Views of Its Rivals 


Thomas's theological positions are expressed not only in positive but also in 
negative terms, i.e. over against other groups, references to which are always 
oppositional. One might compare here the position of Justin who states that 
there are some Christ-believers who wish to observe the law who despite their 
weak-mindedness will be saved (Dial. 47), or the various systems which posit 


an ‘in-between’ group, such as the psychics between the hylics and the pneu- 
matics.°° On the other hand, closer to Thomas in this respect is the similarly 
uncompromising stance of the Gospel of Judas, although the opposition in 
Thomas is not given a cosmological and demonic explanation (though n.b. GTh 
40). 

The two main targets of criticism are non-Christian Judaism, and the wider 
Christian movement which does not follow Thomas. There is a possible criti- 
cism in GTh 67 of Gnostic and/or related groups who lay claim to knowledge 
(for Thomas, falsely so-called): Whoever knows all, but is deficient in one thing, 
is deficient completely. ‘The statement is too vague to allow certainty on the 
point. Similarly, there may be criticism of Roman persecution in the reference 


to ‘those who drag’ (ol {Axovtec) in СТЬ 3, but again there is not sufficient clarity 
to be sure. 


Non-Christian Judaism 
Some have argued that Thomas is fundamentally ‘Jewish Christian’, usually 
(at least in part) on the basis of the reference to James in GTh 12.7? This is a 


68 On the association, see Gathercole, ‘Named Testimonia; 63. 

69 See e.g. the discussion in E. Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed —The Church ofthe 'Valentini- 
ans’ (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 51 (on Tri. Trac. 118,44—122,42) and бо (on Irenaeus, AH 1.6.2), of 
the tripartition of hylic-psychic-pneumatic in the Valentinian system. 


то  Seeeg. G. Quispel, "The Discussion of Judaic Christianity’, VC 22 (1968), 81-93 (85). 
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mistake, however: the reference to James does not necessitate seeing Thomasin 
Jewish-Christian terms.” (The category 'Jewish-Christian is in any case a highly 
problematic опе.72) As we have seen, Thomas is unreservedly critical of Jews 
(GTh 43), the Pharisees (GTh 39: 102) and central aspects of Jewish theology 
and practice (GTh 14; 52-53; 71, though in some cases as Christian elements). 
Jesus and the disciples are not depicted as Jews or as belonging to Judaism. 
As Lohr has put it: ‘“Jesus der Jude” ist im £vThom nicht mehr erkennbar? 
Thomas is in GTh 14 totally negative towards prayer, alms and fasting, which 
are not just useless but harmful; this attitude is neither explained nor justified, 
but is simply in conflict with Thomas's own ethical outlook.?* The same is 
true of the attitudes to circumcision, sabbath and temple, where Thomas's 
views bear comparison with Justin, Barnabas and the Epistle of Ptolemy to 
Flora (and indeed with the views of pagans). The position according to which 
Thomas is sharply critical of Jewish practices now attracts very wide support. 
The references to Jewish themes may indicate ‘contact’ and ‘encounter’ with 
Judaism or Jewish Christianity, but certainly do not align Thomas with Jewish 
Christianity.’° In fact, however, the comment about the ‘twenty-four prophets’ 
in GTh 52 betrays a confused ignorance of the Je 
there are twenty-four books but not twe 
example, was assumed to have writte 
only counted as one). 


wish subdivisions of Scripture: 
nty-four prophetic authors (Moses, for 
n five, whereas the twelve minor prophets 


71 R.M. Trevijano Etcheverría, 'La incor 
in E.A. Livingstone, ed. Studia Pa 
243-250 (247); Popkes, ‘About the 
noting the use of James in Gnosti 

72 See discussion in J, C Я 
ое сри н ж ‘Jewish Christianity’, in W. Horbury, W.D. Davies & 

s. -idge Hi: ; i 
Press, 1999), 731-775. 9 History of Judaism, vol. 3 (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
73 Н. Lohr, Jesus und die 
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tristica XVIIa (Elmsford, NY: Pergamon Press, 1982); 
Differing Approach to a Theological Heritage" 310, both 
c and related literature. 
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logie (BZNW "" Lois Das Thomasevangelium: Entstehung—Rezeption—Theo- 

57; Berlin: Walt a ` j 
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The Wider Christian Movement 
Thomas is equally critical of non-Thomasine Christianity, which may of course 
include not only the ‘magna ecclesia’ of the likes of Ignatius and Polycarp, but 
also Valentinian and other movements. This critical stance is evident from 
the negative valuation of Matthew and Peter in GTh 13, and via the criticisms 
of disciples both in general (e.g. GTh 18) and as representatives of particular 
theological views of biblical authority and resurrection (GTh 51-52). 

The negativity here causes difficulties for the view taken by Stead and Pagels 
that Thomas was intended as supplementary teaching for elite members who 
also sat happily within communities such as the wider apostolic church, and 
who also enjoyed one or more of the canonical Gospels.” It is a difficulty for 
this view that the work presents itself as a document the acceptance of which 
is necessary for salvation (as in GTh 1)—thereby excluding non-Thomasine 
Christians.7* Similarly, several of the distinctive elements in Thomas are pre- 
sented not as recommended ideal practices for reaching a higher spiritual 
status, but as soteriological conditions. For example, in СТЬ 22.4-6, the con- 
ditions of making the two one, the outside like the inside and the above like 
the below, etc., are identified in 22.7 as necessary for entry into the king- 
dom. Similarly, in GTh 27, fasting to the world and ‘sabbatising’ are condi- 
tions for finding the kingdom and seeing the Father. GTh 13 also implies a 
separatist stance.79 Finally, Thomas's prohibitions of fasting, prayer and alms- 
giving (GTh 6; 14), as well as its views on resurrection and scripture (GTh 
51-52) and other matters, strongly suggest divergence from other movements 
which countenanced such practices rather than affiliation with such move- 
ments. 


Cautionary Remarks 
There is a need here for careful mirror-reading.8° Some exegeses of sayings 
in Thomas have adopted too simplistic an approach, such as supposing that 


77 See Pagels, Beyond Belief, 39-40; Stead, ‘Some Reflections on the Gospel of Thomas; 402: 
'envisaging a spiritual élite, but not consciously opposing this to conservative churchman- 
ship. 

78 See Gagné, 'Sectarianism, Secrecy and Self Definition, 241, on the point that secret teach- 
ing in early Christianity is very often a matter of salvation, and not just an added bonus. 

79 So, rightly, Perrin, Thomas, the Other Gospel, ug. 

80 The cautions expressed by Barclay may be applied, mutatis mutandis, to the case of 
Thomas. J.M.G. Barclay, 'Mirror-Reading a Polemical Letter: Galatians as a Test-Case; JSNT 
31 (1987), 73-93. 
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'the questions that the disciples pose are invariably the questions that the com- 
munity has raised and seeks to resolve?! and that in GTh 
question represents the voice of the community.” Similarly, 


4.1 ‘the disciples’ 
l'revijano Etchev- 
erría gives voice to what is often assumed in Thomas scholarship, namely that 
the motif of the incomprehension of the disciples represents the ignorance of 
non-Gnostic Christianity and Judaism.** But some questions of the disciples 
(including 24.1) are rather more abstract (cf. also 91). There is 
danger involved in mirror reading 


then, a serious 


as Uro has warned, the facts on the ground 
cannot simply be read off the surface of Thomas ** 


10.5 Conclusion 


A number of clear points emerge here. Thomas takes an uncompromising 


stance towards its rivals. One could add to (a) non-Christian Judaism and (b) 
the wider Christian Movement, (c) the additional target of figures of authority 
—your kings and your nobles’ (GTh 78; cf. 81), though these 
: Y particular religious views. Many of Thomas's central theo- 
logical themes, especially e 
evident. 


inthe wider empire 


are not assigned an 


lements of the Gospel's soteriology are sufficiently 


On the other hand, some 
are more ambiguous, and tl 
silent. Perhaps such 


aspects of Thomas's theological ethical and stance 
NETE are certain points on which Thomas is simply 
ambiguities in Tho 
other works read 
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неа “ae results, though this is unlikely. 

author or editor may be the ни the fact that some of the tensions left by the 
ological ШЕ Thomas not having been written or edited 
eal of Ris and literary craftsman.*5 Overall, however, 
r off the truth oi and so perhaps E.P. Sanders’ verdict on 
ог Thomas—that it may not be completely 
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alongside Thomas shaping its interpreta- 
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Systematic, but it is reasonably coherent. That is, the thought reflected in 
Thomas is not neces 


si 


irily animated by a philosophical impulse towards logi- 
cal doctrinal tidiness, but one can nevertheless make sense of Thomas's reli- 
gious outlook. As Marjanen has concluded: ‘it is nevertheless an exaggeration 
to claim that the choice and interpretation of the material employed in the 
Gospel is guided by no consistent theological and ideological line of thought. 
On the contrary, in its chief theological emphases the Gospel of Thomas pro- 
vides a fairly coherent picture’? Because of this, one can attempt an exe- 
gesis in the commentary below which does not need to see in Thomas a 
haphazard series of sayings which may go off in all sorts of different direc- 
tions. 

The survey above has also aimed to highlight those works with which 
Thomas can helpfully be compared (and more detailed evidence for this will be 
found in the commentary below). Two important criteria are closeness in time 
and partial overlap of theological approach. The difficulty with a number of 
Syrian parallels is that they are not really contemporaneous with Thomas, but 
generally come from around two centuries later. Conversely, Gnostic literature 
begins at roughly the same time as the composition of Thomas, but as Turner 


quipped, ‘aeons and syzygies are conspicuous by their absence’ from Thomas.5s 


As already noted, Thomas cannot be assigned to any particular group. There are 
some early Christian works which are both contemporaneous with Thomas, 
and in which quite similar moves are made (although their differences also 
need to be borne in mind). The Gospel of Philip shares а number of themes in 
common, and probably quotes Thomas. The Dialogue of te Saviour is also close 
in many respects. The Epistle of Ptolemy to Flora and Justin Martyr also share 
some similar interpretative strategies, а5 does the Treatise on the Resurrection. 
On some key themes, Philo offers important parallels. The Epistle of Barnabas 
is usually dated either to the end of the first century ar to the second quarter of 
the second century, and its treatments of Jewish pM Mrs. such as sabbath, 
circumcision and temple bear comparison with Thomas. These works w 
seen to be especially useful, alongside others, in the course of the 


ill be 


commentary 
below. 
oe a spite the unsystematie natura ~e 
86 "view Paul as a coherent thinker, despite the ме i ture of his thought and the 
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Appended Note: Is Thomas “Gnostic”? 


Any scholar writing on Thomas must give at least some answer to the ques- 
tion of whether Thomas is to be considered as ‘Gnostic’. The previous section 
has gone a long way towards indicating the answer offered in this book, but 
a more direct response can also be given. The debate on this matter is an old 
one, dating back even to the earliest analyses of the Oxyrhynchus fragments? 
After the discovery of the Coptic text, a great many scholars used this clas- 
sification.?? Some stated the point in fairly unambiguous terms; others, then 
as now, identified a more primitive form of Thomas which was later overlaid 
with Gnostic redaction;?! others have posited a non-Gnostic Greek version 
which later became Gnostic in the hands of the Coptic translator.?? There have 
always been dissenting voices, however. Quispel remarked early on that е 
mind of Pseudo-Thomas was not gnostic, but encratitic,?? and DeConick also 
strongly resists a Gnostic characterization.?* Marjanen's substantial discussion 
also answers our question in the negative.?^ | 


The question of whether Thomas is Gnostic of course depends upon one's 
definition of Gnosticism.99 One 


: way of dealing with the question at a stroke, 
however, is to say that there is no such thing as the Gnosticism of which 
Thomas is sometimes alleged to bea part. In 1995, Michael Williams launched 
oo attack on the modern construct of ‘Gnosticism’, arguing that it 
же area ig es of scholarly classification of ancient texts.” In 
Vin eiae s umi. to show that the conventional cluster of motifs 

(protest exegesis, rejection of the world, hatred of 
found together as easily as has often been supposed. 
Slicism? goes further both in its refusal to group texts 
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together along traditional lines, and also in its emphasis on how Christian 
theological concerns have meant that Gnosticism is not only inaccurate as a 
category but also ideologically loaded and pernicious.98 

Can anything be salvaged from this wreckage? In fact, despite these protests, 
there has been a somewhat neglected or unjustly criticized line of scholarship 
which has argued that, irrespective of whether 'Gnosticism' has any validity as 
a modern typological construct, it is clear that (1) 'Gnostics' is a designation 
reserved in the earliest sources (both Christian and pagan) for an identifiable 
2) these Gnostics are exclusive of a number of other 
groups seen as heretical by the Fathers (Valentinians, and others whom one 
might expect to be included, are in fact not), and (3) this is not merely an ironic 
label given by the heresiologists, but a self-identification.?9 

First, the Gnostics are a specifically identifiable group generally known by 
this name. The Gnostics constitute—to use the language of Irenaeus, Porphyry 
and Eusebius—a particular Aairesis.!©° Irenaeus talks of ‘the so-called “Gnos- 
tic" hairesis:!?! Edwards comments that, since it is ‘so-called’, the name ‘Gnostic’ 


group or cluster of groups: 


is obviously a conventional one.'?? Hippolytus's language shows that he has 


formed the same judgment independently, referring to the Gnostics as consti- 


tuting a ‘school’ (oxoAx)), just as did the followers of Cerinthus, and the Ebion- 
ites.103 


98 K.L. King, What is Gnosticism? (Cambridge, MA: Harvard/ Belknap Press 2003). Williams, 
Rethinking “Gnosticism”, 51-52, develops the category of ‘biblical demiurgical traditions’ 
ated with the 


but which in fact ‘would include a large percentage of the 


which he argues avoids many of the pitfalls associ x — 
Bu 2 | category of ‘Gnosticism, 


sources that today are usually 


called “Gnostic” (52). King argues that Williams thus effectively lets inall the old problems 


through the back door (What is Gnosticism, 214—216). 


99 For this line, see especially Edwards, 'Gnostics and Valentini 
idem, ‘Neglected Texts in the Study of Gnosticism, JTS 41 (1990 
and Orphic Themes’, ZPE 88 (1991), 25-40; B. Layton, ‘Prolegomena to the Study of Gnos- 
ticism, in L.M. White & O.L. Yarbrough, eds. The Social World of th oe a isti ann 
in Honor of Wayne Meeks (Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 1995) e € 2: ram more 
recently, D. Brakke, The Gnostics: Myth, Ritual, and Dive, sity ы [oos pa (Cam- 
bridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2012). I am Particularly б Dess pac discussion 
here to Mark Edwards' pair of /TS articles. кари 
100 Layton, Prolegomena! 
in Life of Plotinus 16. Cf. 
dependent upon Irenaeus. 
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102 Edwards, 'Gnostics and Valentinians, 27- 
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Secondly, this hairesis is (perhaps surprisingly) narrowly defined. Irenaeus's 
first references clearly distinguish between Valentinians and Gnostics. Valenti- 
nus derived his own doctrine by adapting that of the so-called ‘Gnostic 
heresy:!4 Valentinus theorizes similarly to those falsely named Gnostics who 
will be discussed separately by Irenaeus later on in Against Heresies,©> The 
Valentinians attempted to be ‘more Gnostic than the Gnostics; and as such are 
clearly distinct from them.!?e 

On the other hand, Irenaeus's Carpocratians are Gnostics (AH 1.25.6). Also 
properly deserving of the name are those Barbelo-Gnostics whose principal 
doctrines are contained in the famous myth (1.29), and those called Ophites, 
Sethians and Cainites by the later rubricator (AH 1.3031). As such, the Гуш- 


стіхо! do not include Valentinians, Simon Magus, or the followers of Marcus 
Magus.!?? Edwards’ conclusion 


tic refers to 'a cluster of here 


and opinions, but none rece 
heresiarch'!08 The picture 


about Irenaeus is surely correct: the term Gnos- 
sies, loosely bound together by common images 
iving definitive form in the works of any named 
is the same in the rest of Against Heresies, where the 
l from the Marcionites and the Valentinians.!?? Hip- 
polytus also distinguishes the Gnostics from Theodotus, Cerinthus, 'Ebion' and 
Elchasaj.o Harnack had already noted Hippolytus's distinction of the Gnos- 
Hes! Marcion and Valentinus i Edwards demonstrates further that the term 
in Tertullian, Clement and Origen also has a particular rather than general 


Gnostics are distinguishe 
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reference.!? In sum, far from being a general designation for the heretical 
massa perditionis, the Гушттосо constitute a specific group. 

Thirdly, these Gnostics were not only ‘so-called’ by others; they also identi- 
fied themselves as such. This is stated not only by the church fathers but also 
by Celsus, and is indirectly confirmed by Porphyry. Origen comments: ‘Let it 
be admitted that [his usual formula for conceding to Celsus a point of fact] 
there are some too who profess to be Gnostics’."3 Logan is therefore right that 
Celsus is aware of a specific group who called themselves Gnostics." Porphyry 
also identified Plotinus's treatise in Ennead 2.9 as ‘Against the Gnostics' (Life of 
Plotinus 5; 16). It is unlikely that Porphyry got the title from orthodox Chris- 
tian critics of the Gnostics; he would more probably have heard it from the 
members of the Aaíresis themselves. In this, again, the Platonists agree with 
the fathers. According to Irenaeus, the Carpocratians call themselves Gnos- 
tics." 5 Hippolytus notes three times that the Naassenes identify themselves this 
way.!!6 Similarly Clement, who also names the disciples ofa specific individual 
(Prodicus) as those who took this пате, 17 

What is the theological profile of these Gnostics? Here one sees a clear 
convergence in how Irenaeus's Barbelo-Gnostics, Hippolytus's Naassenes and 
Plotinus's Gnostics answer questions of the nature of the creator god and his 
creation. In the myth of Against Heresies 1.29, the being who created the world 
contains Ignorance and Presumption. He created Evil, Jealousy, Envy, Discord 
and Desire. After this, his mother Sophia retires, saddened, to the upper realms. 
Thus the demiurge, finding himself alone, can declare in the language of the 
Old Testament that he alone is god and there is no other beside him. A passage 
from the Naassene Sermon in Hippolytus illustrates a very similar stance: *They 
(the souls) were borne down into this murky fabrication (rÀA&cya) in order that 
they might be enslaved to Esaldaeus, the Demiurge of this creation (xtioews), 
a fiery god, the fourth in number’ Again, we have creation left alone in the 


112 wards, 'Gnostics and Valentinians 


33-34. 34 respectively. 

113 Contra Celsum 5.61 (tweg xal ènayysMópevot elvat l'vooxixot), tr. Chadwick. Both Chadwick 
and the editions of the Contra Celsum by Koetschau (GCS) and Borret (Sources Chréti- 
ennes) identify the words here as from Celsus. 

114 Logan, The Gnosties, n, 45. 

115 AH 125.6: Gnosticos se autem vocant. On this point, see Edwards, 'Gnostics and Valentini- 
ans; 28. 

116 Ref. 5.2; 5.6.4; 5.11; cf. 5.23.3. where the disciples of Justin call themselves Gnostics. See 
Edwards, 'Gnostics and Valentinians 


117 Edwards, 'Gnostics and Valentinians’, 33. 
118 Ref. 5.7.30. Translation from Edwards, 'Gnostics and Valentinians, 36, and note also 
Edwards's comment on the passage there. 
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hands of an unsavoury deity. For Porphyry, Plotinus's Gnostics can be glossed 
as ‘those who say that the Demiurge of the world is evil and that the world is 
evil-!? This reflects the account of Plotinus, whois horrified that ‘they reproach 
this universe ... and blame the one who governs this universe:!?? Plotinus is very 
concerned to note how the Gnostics part company with Plato on this matter 
There is also, however, a marked difference between the Gnostics and the 
monistic conception of the Valentinians, especially in the Valentinian hymn, 


whose idea that spirit, ether, air, soul and flesh constitute a continuum ‘would 
1 


have perplexed and disgusted a Naassene 

In summary, then, there is an identifiable Cluster of groups called ‘the Gnos- 
tics’ both by members of such groups themselves, as well as conventionally by 
others. The Gnostics are marked off from other schools such as the Ebionites 
and Valentinians, and this not through heresiological fiat but because of a dis- 
tinctive theological profile. 

Two criticisms of this approach (specifically addressed to Layton, though 
more widely applicable) should be noted. King has criticised Layton on the 
grounds that, having given a definition of what constitutes a Gnostic text, he 
does not explain how he would categorize other w 

MW 1 ^ ks E 1 i "ac an fel . 
She also cor $ ihar with Layton's approach, ‘we could end up back where 
we started, that is, with the bugbear of essentialism. We could in theory, but 
х : e 
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refrains from concluding 
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123 King, What is Gnosticism, 15: 

is ‘compatible with the ess 


The reference is Ref. 6.36.7. 


this follows on from the criticism that Layton's approach 
ntiali: ing 


i : approaches of origins and typology’, Even if it is 
‘compatible’ with it, does it necessitate it? 
124 Layton, ‘Prolegomena’, 344: cf. Tuckett, The Gospel of Mary, 47. Vhe Testimony of Truth is 


an exception, with its various references to sects. 
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whether Rousseau & Doutreleau or Brox is correct about the patristic use of 
‘Gnostic’, because he is concerned with the modern category of ‘Gnosticism’: ‘If 
Irenaeus does essentially limit the designation "gnostics" to a specific sect, as 
Rousseau and Doutreleau contend, then his testimony at least offers no sup- 
port for the modern inclusion of other groups such as the Valentinians under 
the rubric “gnosticism” on the basis of self-designation;'?5 Second, Clement of 
Alexandria's use of the designation ‘gnostic, he says, is suggestive: ‘In spite of 
the irony, the example of Clement's use of the term does enhance the credibil- 
ity of reports that it was used by certain others.”6 Neither Williams nor King, 
then, lands a real blow against the idea that ‘Gnostic’ was a self-designation and 
label for a 'congeries' of ‘related sect 


Against this background, it is hard to make a case for Thomas as Gnos- 
tic, principally because it does not have a clearly demiurgic account of cre- 
ation.!28 СТЬ 85 recounts that ‘Adam came into being from a great power and 
a great wealth': the designation 'a great power and a great wealth' is undoubt- 
edly a positive characterisation of the creative power(s) or originating princi- 
ple(s) behind Adam, and it is likely that we are dealing with an earthly Adam 
here given his unworthiness and fall to death in the rest of GTh 85.129 Marja- 
nen may also be right that GTh 89, with its reference to the one who made 
both the inside and the outside of the cup, is a positive statement about God 
as creator, though the saying is more opaque. In any case, the account of 
Adam having originated from a clearly positive force is good evidence against 
Thomas being a Gnostic production. As we have seen, however, this is not the 
end of the story: as Logan comments, Thomas ‘does not appear to be orig- 
inally Gnostic, although it can easily be, and in its present form undoubt- 
edly was, appropriated and reinterpreted by Gnostics’.!8° The Naassenes are 


125 Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism” N. Brox, ‘'vwottxol als Háresiologischer Terminus, 


ZNW 5 (1966), 105114, considers Irenaeus rather more liberal in his application of the 


term. 

126 Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”, 271 n. 6. 

127 Edwards, 'Gnostics and Valentinians’, 34. 

128 Cf. A.D. DeConick's criticisms of the Gnostic hypothesis along similar lines: see Chapter 1 
(‘The Problem: Is Thomas Gnostic?’) in Seek to See Him: Ascent and Vision Mysticism in the 
Gospel of Thomas (VCSupps 33; Leiden: Brill, 1996), 3-27. 

129 It is less likely that СТЬ 77 refers to Jesus as the creator in a traditional biblical sense: 
see commentary on the logion below. GTh 12 has a reference to creation (James is one 
‘for whom heaven and earth came into being’), but the reference here is highly formulaic. 


Marjanen, ‘Is Thomas a Gnostic Gospel? 17-118, principally makes use of this saying, and 
GTh 89. 
130 Logan, The Gnostics, 69. 
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a very early, indeed perhaps the first, example of the Gnostic dise of Thomas. 
Moreover, Thomas has probably been influenced by some Gnostic or related 
ideas. . 

What of a milder designation for Thomas, such as 'proto-gnostic'?! or 
‘reflecting an incipient gnosticism'?'?? In fact, these labels are highly question- 
able. In another context, Quentin Skinner has trenchantly attacked the ‘his- 
torical absurdity’ which results from the anachronistic tendency to see earlier 
writers as ‘anticipating’ later positions: ‘As the historian duly sets out in quest of 
the idea he has characterized, he is very readily led to speak as if the fully devel- 
oped form of the doctrine was always in some sense immanent in history, even 
if various thinkers failed to “hit upon" it..." The same problem can arise ifwe 
conclude that Thomas is not Gnostic, but then ask how far advanced Thomas 
is on the way to Gnosticism.!?4 It is legitimate to draw comparisons between 
Thomas and Gnosticism, but not to see the former as a staging post along the 
way to the latter, especially if the view of Thomas's date set out in § 7 above is 
correct: in this case, Thomas in its fin 
Gnosticism. 


In fact, it is very difficult to 


al form may post-date the emergence of 


align Thomas very closely with any particu- 
lar movement. As has been noted above, since Thomas was included in Nag 
Hammadi Codex II, it might have been amenable to Valentinian usage. It does 
not, however, correspond to Valentinian theology so closely that it can actu- 
ally be categorised as a Valentinian product. Again, it is difficult to classify 


Thomas easi ?ncrati р е ий ‘ 
A mas easily as Encratite. On one standard definition, Encratism involves ‘cer- 
tain ascetic practices such 


wine’36 Thomas may have 
other hand is very tolerant 


as abstinence from sexual intercourse, meat and 
a negative valuation of the first of these, but on the 
on matters of diet (GTh 14). Or again, if one uses as 


131 B.L. Mack, The Lost Go. 
1993), 183. 

132 RW. Funk, The Five Go; 
offesus (San Fr: 

133 Q Skinner, м 


(1969), g= 


spel: The Book of Q and Christian Origins (San Francisco: Harper, 


i Spels: What did Jesus Really Say 
ancisco; HarperOne, 1996), 501. 
linus, E 

aning and Understanding in the History of Ideas; History and Theory 8 
53 (10, and 7-1 in general) 
Marjanen answers the questi 


? The Scarch for the Authentic Words 


on of whether Thomas is Gnostic in the negative, but remarks 


toward aGn i loved a lo 1g way from the view of Jewish wisdom tradition 
nostic con нүз J ae н 
nd 0, Conception (Is Thomas a Gnostic Gospel?" 139). Cf. Skinner, ‘Meaning 
a nderstanding, 12, y 


135  Marjanen notes [, С 


that Thomas's views ‘have m 


Zerfaux and B, G 
ments t] | | 
s "à they have notbeen found persuasive (Marjanen, ‘Is Thomas a Gnostic Gospel? 
109 n. 9), 


ürtner as proponents of this view, and rightly com- 


136 Richardson, "The Gospel of Thomas: Gnostic or Encratite?' 66. 
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acriterion the account of the Encratites in Irenaeus (AH 1.284), there are com- 
monalities, such as a pessimistic view of Adam (cf. GTh 85); on the other hand, 
Irenaeus also attributes to Tatian and his followers ‘a system of certain invisible 
aeons’ which is by no means clearly evident in Thomas. Part of the fascina- 
tion of Thomas is that it was apparently acceptable to such a wide variety of 
different groups (Gnostics. Manichees, etc.), and yet is so difficult to pin down 
in terms of its origins and of any genuinely close alignment with other known 
works and movements. 


137 The negative view of Adam which Irenaeus sees as distinctive to Tatian is not actually so 
unique: cf. Hyp. Arch. 91,37: ‘They turned to their Adam and took him and expelled him 
from the garden along with his wife; for they have no blessing, since they too are beneath 
the curse. The Second Treatise of the Great Seth also includes Adam in its list of laughable 
OT figures: ‘For Adam was a laughingstock, since he was made a counterfeit type of man 
by the Hebdomad, as if he had become stronger than I and my brothers. We are innocent 
with respect to him, since we have not sinned’ (62,27-34). 


€ 


CHAPTER 11 


Thomas, the New Testament 
and the Historical Jesus' 


The reason why Thomas has attracted so much attention (more attention 
than, for example, the Gospel of Philip or the Gospel of Mary) is because it 
is sometimes considered to be a source about Jesus additional to the New 
Testament. It might even be considered an alternative to the NT Gospels. 
This is not the place for a full treatment of the question; the aim here is 
to sketch the main issues. Thomas has attracted wildly divergent opinions 
about its importance for the study of the historical Jesus. On the one hand, 
Beare commented early on that ‘it would be sheer delusion to imagine that 
any substantial increase in our scanty knowledge of the Jesus of history will 
ever be gained from Thomas or from any of the new Gnostic documents? By 


1 Bibliography: This covers or] 
The Unknown Sayings of Jesu. 
Jesus' Teaching’ in p, Wenh. 
155-175; WD. Stroker, ‘Extra 
120; SJ. Patterson, "The 
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as-Jesus Connection, in S.E. Porter & T. Holmén, eds. Handbook for 
Sus (Leiden: Brill, 2011), Ш.2059-2080; SJ. Patterson, "The Gospel of 
the Early Christian A Jesus, in Ag, Gregory & C.M. Tuckett, eds. The Oxford Handbookto 

97 pocrypha (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015); S.J. Gathercole, ‘Early 
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ett, eds. The Oxford Handbook to the Early Christian Apocrypha (Oxford: Oxford University 
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contrast, Sellew has ге F ini i 

das has re Marked that ‘the discovery of Thomas in its Coptic form 

revolutionised our aPProach to t 5 
E o 


he historical Jesus question.? The situation is 
more complex than the 


Se stark alternatives, however? 

For example, Quispel and Jeremias took the view—in their scholarly context 
of Bultmannian 5серисіѕт that Thomas served as a kind of external corrobo- 
ration of the canonical Gospels: ‘the Gospel of Thomas confirms the trustwor- 
thiness of the Bible's (Revisionists such as Crossan, however, have also used 
extra-canonical literature to multiply the attestation ofa particular saying also 
found in the Synoptics.) Some have t 


ave taken the more relativistic position that all 
the Gospels, Thomas 


and the canonical Gospels together, are equally interpre- 


tations of Jesus. Franzmann gives voice to this approach in describing her study 
of Jesus in the Nag Hammadi codice 


s ‘a valid investigation of the historical 
Jesus since the texts belong to one strand of the many interpretive traditions 
about him'5 A view of a different kind adopted by Robinson. Despite his great 
enthusiasm for the Nag Hammadi literature, he considers understanding of it 
essential for the study of Jesus not because its contents supply new information 
about Jesus, but because in it we learn how traditions about Jesus developed.? 
How might one assess the usefulness of Thomas as a historical source for 
Jesus? Theissen and Merz refer to the criteria of (a) independence (811.1), and 
(b) historical proximity, when referring to the usefulness of sources.? Such cri- 
teria are widely accepted in historical study, and will serve as a a good starting 
point. We will break down (b) historical proximity into two parts below, treat- 
ing separately ($ 11.2) chronological proximity and (S113) cultural proximity. 
After this, we will address two further issues: whether Thomas provides a histor- 
ically plausible picture of Jesus overall (811.4); and finally—at the micro- rather 


For similarly negative remarks, see e.g. Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins outside the New 
Testament, 155; Grant & Freedman, Secret Sayings, 20; J.P. Meier, A Marginal Jew, vol. i 
Rethinking the Historical Jesus: The Roots of the Problem and the Person (New 
1991), 140—141. 

Sellew, "The Gospel of Thomas: Prospects for Future Research’, 332. 


York: Doubleday, 


w 


See further Gathercole, ‘Early Christian Apocrypha and ше Historical Jesus’, 
G. Quispel, ‘The Gospel of Thomas and the New Testament, VC n (1957), 189-207 (207) 
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M. Franzmann, Jesus in the Nag Hammadi Writings („ончен New York: Continuum, 2004), 

21; cf. 207. Patterson, “The Gospel of Thomas and Historical Jesus Research, concludes that all 
the gospels contain a kerygma which is parenn 88 9n Jesus as à theologicalcriterion. 
From a very different standpoint, a similar argument is made in Watson, Gospel Writing. 

7 JM. Robinson, ‘The Study of the Historical Jesus after Nag Hammadi’, Semeia 44 (1988); 45-55 
(45). з 

8 G. Theissen & A. Merz, The Historical Jesus’ A Comprehensive Guide (London: SCM, 1998), 
17-18. 
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than macro-level —whether we might be able to find in Thomas (811.5) more 
primitive versions of sayings already known from the Synoptics, or even (8116) 
new sayings. 


11.1 Independence 


Is Thomas independent of the Synoptic Gospels? If so, then it has the potential 
to supplement them, or even—if it can be identified as a superior source— 
undercut them. Even if not, Thomas could still do so, but its use would be 
considerably diminished, in proportion to the degree of its dependence. 
Most agree that there is some degree of influence from the Synoptic Gospels 
upon the Coptic text, but some explain this influence as very marginal, and 
perhaps simply the result of interference at a late stage in the transmission or 
translation of Thomas. The 
from the Synoptic Gospe 
mentary on the 


following factors, however, suggest that influence 
Is is more extensive. (For more detail, see the com- 
relevant Sayings.) 


1. Knowledge Е SG i TI i 
а е of Matthew's Gospel and its status. The most likely explana- 
ton of the reference to Matthew in СТЬ 13 is that he is known to have a 


Gospel attri е i 3 | 

E р l ttributed to him, and a Gospel which has some standing in early 
ristianity at the time of Thomas! 

Influence of the conte 


nts of Matthew. Unfortunately we know nothing 
about the Particular c ў 


ircumstances of how Thomas came to know the 
Bent fece and influences. Nevertheless, the evidence of Mat- 
| ark in Thomas is highly probable, e.g. in GTh 13; 
lar ‘overlay’ “е Mani Thomas has been influenced by the particu- 
паке чин has added to Markan pericopae. Even more 
„и: an es: in Thauios of the Matthean language 

п, which as Goodacre notes is a very pecu- 
Оп, appearing nowhere in Judaism pre-dating 
the New Testament.? Other more minor pieces 
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Thomas and Jesus, 93; Ospel of Thomas in the Gospel of Mark, 308; Patterson, Gospel of 


‚ ‘On Bridging the Gulf from Q to the Gospel of Thomas, 


151. For responses, sen 
F "See esp, Tuckett, ‘Evidence for Jesu 


142-143. 


5?, 26; Gathercole, Composition, 

10 Gathercole, Composition 169 
, 7174. 
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11 See Gathercole, Composition 
12 — Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospe 


184; Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 66-81. 
ls, 68-69. 
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13 


14 


15 


of evidence may be mentioned, such as the word used for weed (zizamon) 
іп СТЬ 57.13 

Influence of the contents of Luke. Here again, there is evidence for 
Thomas's inclusion of redactional features, this time where Luke has 
edited Mark. Perhaps surprisingly, given the popularity of Matthew in 
early Christianity, influence of such features from Luke is more apparent 
than that from Matthew. The examples here go back even to the influence 
of Luke upon the Greek text, in the cases of GTh 5.2 and 314, but influ- 
ence is also apparent further afield in the Coptic." In СТЬ 33.2-3; 65-66; 
and 104, this is particularly noticeable, because Thomas absorbs a Lukan 
redactional feature and expands upon it: 


Mk 4.21: lamp on the lampstand (also in Matthew) 
Lk. 8.16/11.33: lamp on the lampstand so those who go in may see 
GTh 33.3: lamp on the lampstand so those who go in and come 


out may see 


Mk 12.1-9: no instances of ‘perhaps’ (also in Matthew) 
Lk. 20.9-17: one instance of ‘perhaps’ 

GTh 65: two instances of ‘perhaps’ 

Mk 2.18—20: no reference to prayer (also in Matthew) 
Lk. 5. 35: one reference to prayer 


GTh 104: two references to prayer 


In these instances in particular, then, we can trace the evolution ofsayings 
from Mark via Luke to Thomas. Further evidence of Lukan redaction is 
visible in GTh 47 and 99. Additional Lukan peculiarities can also be found 
in Thomas.!'^ 


J.P. Meier, "The Parable of the Wheat and the Weeds (Matthew 13:24-30): Is Thomas's 
Version (Logion 57) Independent?’ JBL 131 (2012), 715-732 (726—727): ‘This Greek noun 
(probably of Semitic origin) does not occur in the LXX, in other Greek versions of the oT, 
in secular Greek before the Christian era, or in the Apostolic Fathers. In the NT, it occurs 
only in this parable of Matthew and its interpretation. 

See Gathercole, Composition, 185-208. See also Gathercole, ‘Luke in the Gospel of Thomas, 
and Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 82-96. 

See e.g. J.P. Meier, ‘Is Luke's Version of the Parable of the Rich Fool Reflected in the Coptic 
Gospel of Thomas?’, СВО 74 (2012), 528-547 (544—546), and Goodacre, Thomas and the 
Gospels, 89-90, on interior monologue in Luke and GTh 63. 
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4. The influence of Paul.!'^ This is especially apparent їп СТЬ 53, where 
Thomas not only includes words and ideas stemming from Rom. 2.25-3.2, 
but also reflects the rhetorical arrangement as a dialogue. Influence isalso 
apparent probably in GTh 3 and 17. 

5. Negatively, the arguments for independence are negligible. Appeals to 
lack of agreement in order are irrelevant to the case, and arguments 
that there is a lack of verbal correspondence underestimate the extent 
of that correspondence; on the difficulty of invoking form-critical rules to 
conclude that this or that version of a Synoptic/ Thomas saying is more 
primitive, see 8115 below, and the scholarly literature referred to there. 


We can return to the question of the extent of dependence. In a previous 
study, I examined the twenty sayings where we have parallels between Mark 
and Thomas with, alongside those two, either Matthew or Luke. These are 
the sayings where it would in principle be possible to detect the influence of 
Matthean or Lukan redaction, The result was that in 11 out of zo cases, Matthean 
OF Lukan redactional features are evident, leading to the conclusion that there 
is significant influence from the Synoptics.!” (With Goodacre's observations 
about the ‘kingdom of heaven’, this number should now include GTh 20, and 
is therefore 12 out of 20.) Asa 


result, a view of the independence of Thomas 
from the Synoptics is di 


fficult to entertain. 


11.2 Historical Proximity (1): Chronological 
Some of the factors 
and Luke, are also 
of Thomas in early 


(Introduction $7:* 
» 37: ‘Dat а n 
in the Antonine ег e of Thomas') above, other factors also suggest a date 


advantage either. Th 
: there і 
of within a generation Is clearly a difference between a historical time-frame 
° uM ; н 
Т two of Jesus’ ministry, during which eyewitnesses 


16 See further Gathercole 
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were living and active, and— by contrast —a time 100 years or more after Jesus’ 
ministry, by which time all eyewitnesses were dead. Coupled with the lack of 
evidence for independence, the distance of Thomas from Jesus does not inspire 
confidence. 


1.3 Historical Proximity (2): Cultural 


A further problem is that Thomas appears to betray ignorance of the realia of 
first-century Palestine. This can be seen from a combination of factors. 

First, there are in Thomas few of the social and cultural phenomena which 
add verisimilitude to the canonical Gospels. Absent, for example, are detailed 
geographical references to villages, rivers and mountains, as perhaps befits a 
Gospel more ‘timeless’ in orientation: the only places referred to by Thomas 
are ‘the world’ and Judaea' ('Israel' is also perhaps a place in СТЬ 52, though it 
may be the people). Similarly, there are no festivals. These absences certainly 
show a lack of interest in such things, but can also lead one to wonder whether 
the author knew of them at all. 

Second, in addition to the absences is the fact that those social and cultural 
features which are included are also found in the NT Gospels, and this may 
further imply dependence. For example, the cast of characters in Thomas and 
their names are all paralleled in the NT Gospels: 


Jesus ("1(no00)c, Ту (со?) с, (ucov)c, w(coy)c, passim) 

(Didymus) (Judas) Thomas ([Лоо8ос̧], Ocpác, ALAYHOC loYAac ө@мхс, pro- 
logue; oouac (13.4, 7, 8 and subscriptio)) 

James (iaxwsoc, 12.2) 

Simon Peter (cua пєтрос, 13.2; 114.1) 

Matthew (maooatoc, 13.3) 

Магу (маргам, 21.1; 114.1) 

*Pharisee (apicatoc, 39.1; 102) 

Jew (ioyaatoc, 43.3) 

John (the Baptist) (iagannne nsarericruc, 46.1 bis; iwgannuc, 46.2) 
Adam (aaan, 46.1; 85.1) 

Israel (1ср^нА, 52.1) 

Samaritan (cama perruc, 60.1) 

Salome (сәлаэмн, 61.2). 

*Caesar (кэлсхр, 100.1—2 tris) 


[*not unambiguously names] 
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+s, Thomas's 
tures, there are some Surprising elements. To return to the ш по 
references to ‘Mary’ tout simple (GTh 21: 114) are odd: the aut e scify which 
need—as do the canonical Gospels and the Gospel of Philip | ш s cie with 
Mary. Thomas also seems to confuse the enumeration of 24 е esar peri- 
the number of prophetic authors (GTh 52). In the Render unto Ca 
cope in GTh 100, it is clearly 
the temple would produc 
tics’ denarius, The 
tance. 


stander in 

;e that a bystand 

an exaggeration to suppose that a ihe Synop- 
К 25 times 

е an aureus, a gold coin worth 25 time 


Е dis- 
N B^ cultural 
Se perhaps most clearly give an impression of 


In Conclusion, the 


widely Paralleled ex 
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truth, howe 


Cf. also є 
also 61; à presenc 


ver: | joes claim some kind of divine incarnation in GTh 28, 
ver: Jesus does е 


e that transcends space in Greek GTh 30, and that he 
will destroy the temple in GTh 71. He makes other predictions requiring vary- 
ing degrees of supernatural knowledge.) On the other hand, there are con- 
Siderable overall portrait of a Jesus who dismisses Old Testa- 
Ment prophecy as ‘dead, and condemns circumcision (СТЬ 52-53), and who 
Speaks in quasi-Platonist terns of the Father's light image and eternal human 
Mages (GTh 83-84) does seem historically very implausible. The arguments 
that Thomas тей a historical Jesus who was more likely to have been a 
Cynic-type sage than an eschatological prophet have not been found convinc- 
ing,22 | 


difficulties. The 


п.5 Thomas as а Source of Primitive Versions of Synoptic Sayings? 
Other Scholars have insisted on the need to comb the individual logia on à case- 
ersions of known sayings. Many of the argu- 


by-case R^ : 
Y-case basis for more original v il 
ir faulty assumptions about form-critical 


ments for these run aground on the 
laws: to invoke fo rm-critical pri nciples in order to conclude that this or that ver- 
Slon of a Synoptic/ Thomas saying is more primitive is fruitless, because such 
form-critical laws simply do not exist.23 To take one example, Thomas's para- 
ble of the Wicked Tenants (GTh 65) is thought by some to be simpler and more 
elegant than its canonical parallels, and yet it is very likely to be influenced by 
them.24 


n.6 Thomas as a Source of New Sayings? 


Some have also seen an opportunity to find new non-Synoptic sayings of Jesus 
in Thomas. GTh 82 (‘he who is near me is near fire; he who is far from me is far 
from the kingdom’) has been a prime candidate. Some have seen as authentic 


22 On the former, see e.g. Crossan, Historical Jesus; cf. Taussig, ‘The Gospel of Thomas and 


the Case for Jesus the Teacher of Common Wisdom. Against the anti-eschatological 


Evidence for Jesus?, and more extensively, 
2010), 


view, see esp. Tuckett, "The Gospel of Thomas 
D.C. Allison, Constructing Jesus: Memory, Imagination, History (Grand Rapids: Baker, 
31-220. 
23 Оп these arguments, see Gathercole, Composition, 129-144; Goodacre, Thomas and the 
Gospels, 8-25. 


24 See Gathercole, Composition, 188-194, and further bibliography in the commentary below. 
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Thomas's parable of the перне аа ан 
as practice for killing Someone, both because of ide Eni tradition 
it comes in a block of Material (GTh 96.98) Beca: 98.) It is certainly 
material. (See further commentary below on СТЬ 82 an qii to material, 
plausible to assume that Thomas might in principle have LM oen Gospels 
oral and/ or written, which Preserved authentic agrapha.?5 The 


as per pus 
oral tradition at 
1.1—reckon with the 


; wall 
nto а 
ives his sword i 
Assassin, in which a man drives his sv 


did not replace 


à stroke, and one must also itten sources. 
continuing existence of «on scis н only with 
Б Such sayings in Thomas, however, lie ЕА to identify 
also in our scholarly tools, and in our d basis. The 
ords and deeds оп an individual, mi iac js just as 
‘crisis of criteriology’ which afflicts the study of the canonical Gosp 

great in the study of the Apocrypha.26 


authentic dominical уу 


Conclusion 


Overall, the 


Prospects for the use 
As scholars 


slim. 
' ;us research are 

of Thomas in historical Jesus геѕеагсі 
hip currently stands, 


d able 
i avail 
and with the primary sources that are 


in the 
arded as useful in 
Gospel of Thomas can hardly be regarded as us 
istorical picture of Jesus. 


А saviour, 
the A hon of James, the Dialogue of the adition 
; the pocryphor l of oral tr: : 
same pool of o eia 
ng independently from the Ы — Sem 
CW. ied ‘The Tanny ofthe Synoptic Gospels 


' Gospel, as derivi 


26 M.D. Hooker, ‘Christology and Metho 
to Marginalize the Traditional Criteri. 
Handbook for the Study of the Histor, 
(Leiden: Brill, 2011), 3-30. 


‘How 
" 7. Allison, 

ч 480-487; D.C. AI edis 
dology, NTS 17 (1971), : РЫР 

а Pita henticity, in T. Holmén & 5,Е, к | Jesus 
: d “ей La: How to Study the Historica 

Cal Jesus, vol. 1: 


CHAPTER 12 


The Plan of the Commentary 


Although it may not have much value for the study of the historical Jesus, 
< tomas is, hrsweveti a fascinating artefact from the second century, and it 
15 this artefact which we will explore in more detail in the commentary to 
follow, 
The commentary proceeds as follows. For each saying, a bibliography is 
Supplied which aims to provide the reader with the main secondary literature 
€aving aside brief 1-2 page treatments); this does not include extracts from 
commentaries, The text (Coptic, and Greek where extant) is provided, in some 
Cases with a restoration exempl gratia of the Greek, ie. a speculative text. 
his is accompanied by translation(s). The commentary proper comes in three 
Parts, 


(1) Textual Comment. After the texts are presented, any substantial or contro- 
Versial reconstructions of the text are justified, and the Coptic text is com- 
pared with the Oxyrhynchus fragments where the Greek text survives. This 
comparison has the overall aim of putting flesh of the bones of the argu- 
ments made above in 82 (‘A Comparison of the Greek and Coptic Texts’) 
about the transmission of Thomas. That is, while there are some signifi- 
cant differences, we are not left with the rather hopeless situation of merely 
being able to talk of multiple recensions of Thomas and having to remain 
agnostic about the main contours of the earliest version of Thomas. (There 
may be no textual comment on a saying where only the Coptic survives and 
there has been no controversy over it.) It is usually possible to make a good 
case for the Greek or Coptic (usually the Greek) representing in substance 
the earlier reading. 

(2) Interpretation. This earliest recoverable form of the text is the object of 
the interpretation. As noted in the Preface, the main aim of this com- 
mentary is to elucidate the meaning of the statements in Thomas in its 
second-century context. This stands in contrast to some other commen- 
taries, whose aims are rather to explore the pre-history of the text, or inves- 
tigate the relative independence and primitivity of sayings in Thomas Vis- 
a-vis their Synoptic and other parallels. Again, in contrast to some other 
commentators, such as Valantasis and Hedrick, the meaning of Thomas can 
usually be understood without recourse to what are perhaps anachronis- 
tically Derridean appeals to the text's invitation to play. While the mean- 
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; 3 , aces beyond 
ing of the text may be hidden in some sense, and in some places bey 


recovery, the present commentary is reasonably optimistic about the E 

sibility in most cases of identifying stable and coherent sense in the logi ` 
The intention here is not to do this by tying Thomas down to the =. 
crustean bed of an existing known school of thought, but it does peva 
theless identify Thomas as а part of certain tendencies in the second cal 
tury, and sharing ideas in common with other early Christian and oth 
texts. 

(3) Notes. Here some of the technical linguistic issues, catchword links across 
sayings, and close parallels in ое 


à ially 
r literature, are discussed, espec 
where these support the 


discussion of the Interpretation. 
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;o Grenfell and 
It seems likely that the first ot in p, Oxy, qv. 654 is a — p^ UIN last 
Hunt)? also possible are oltor oi {01} Aóyo and e()cet oi fot} Ps other hand 
has the advantage of being the most natural Greck, ie ni silii 
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take in the spelling Owpe, which could be a scribal error, an ale orthographic 
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is to take ‘Thomas’ as an indirect object in the dative," or as рг 
tive absolute clause (suggested 
possibility is that Oopa is the 
option. 


; another 
above, though merely as 
Nominative form.? There is no clearly pre 

survives of 
The Coptic is unproblematic, and corresponds roughly to what “коз 
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(21742, 182-192 (24); "isele, Welcher Thomas, 57. In addition to the 


' 279- 
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of reconstructing on the basis of a Johannine event, Nagel, ‘Papyrus Oxyrhy, 

280, notes that this reconstruction yields 
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Introducti | j, hence the restoration here; it is probably the earlier 
lon, § 6.1 above), pasty ыды ien . 
Огт of th ой the text of the Prologue? Eisele exaggerates the difference 
e name in the te) тате i 2 e» ШӨ 
*tween the Greek and Coptic in his view that the Coptic turns Thomas i 
e (we know what the Greek says (and that it says 
1 


а co-a s И 
uthor:l? it ass thi : : | 
е т he Coptic), and secondly, it confuses the 


Something markedly different from t 
roles Of scribe and author. 

Given the fragmentary nature 

asis for the interpretation, exce 


of the Greek, the Coptic must be the primary 
pt where Thomas's name is concerned. 


Interpretation 


an an incipi : tin 
These opening words are more a prologue than an incipit, the latter suggesting 


i ү 
3 superscript title in the manuscript ('here begins the Gospel of Thomas’). 
Th t of introductory statements (including GTh 


is prologue is part of a larger se 
1-2) which lay аА the character of the book, the salvation that comes from 


Understanding it, and what will happen to the ideal reader of this Roc 
reflects the séeond-centiny emphases on Jesus as both a teacher of sayings я 
Introduction, 89: "The Gente of Thomas’), and a revealer of secret truth (cf. the 
Gospel of Mar jan ‚ Gospel of Judas). 
The bud iin di questions here ae (a) the aep on Хз 
the Gospel, (b) the implications of the sayings being ‘hidden’ and (c) wha 
Prologue says about the genre of Thomas. | | Е 
First, the question of whether the setting of the Gospel is pre~ o" P 
resurrection has divided scholars: some have seen in the epithet living’ an 
implication of a post-Easter setting,'? but this is not a necessary pape 
апа the content of the Gospel suggests otherwise? Presumably, we are to 


8 Eisele's ‘Didymus ‘Thomas’ (Welcher Thomas, 265) is less well attested. — 
9 Rightly, T. Ricchuiti, "Iracking Thomas: А ‘Text-Critical Look at the Transmission of t 


Gospel of Thomas’, in D.B. Wallace, ed. Revisiting the Corruption of the New Testament: 
Manuscript, Patristic, and Apocryphal Evidence (Grand Rapids: Kregel, 2011), 189-228 (199). 

10 Eisele, Welcher Thomas, 65. 

11 — Rightly W.H.C. Frend, "The Gospel of Thomas: Is Rehabilitation Possible?" JTS 18 (1967). 
13-26 (13 n. 5): ‘preamble. Pace Meyer, ‘Beginning of the Gospel, 43. Still less do the 
Prologue and GTh 1 together form a ‘title’ (so Plisch, 40). 

12 Grant & Freedman, 118 (undoubtedly the risen Lord’); more cautiously, Hedrick, 19; А 

13 Plisch, 39, opts for a pre-easter setting. Despite the usage in the NT, the designation 
‘living’ in Thomas is perhaps not best understood as ‘risen from the dead’: see notes 
below. 
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: inistry 
imagine Thomas as present throughout (ct. GTh 13) and recording mee the 
either at the time or later. ‘This has parallels in both the Book of 
Contender as well as the much later Gospel of Barnabas."4 ain views- 

Second, there is the nature of the secrecy, of which there are ae — for 
(1) Are the sayings themselves Secret, i.e, not fora general dea ) It may be 
initiates?! Or (2), isit the meaning of the sayings which is secret?!§ (3 the more 
possible that both are in view.17 The solution is difficult. (1) is ss (of judas 
natural interpretation of the wording: the similar opening of the ien ae 
clearly has this sense (cf. also Gos. Mary 10,4 6; Gos. Eg. I SaaS atements 
pearls-before-swine saying May support it (GTh 93), as might ошен of these 
(GTh 13; 38; 92). In favour of (2), on the other hand, is the fact that ona d some 
sayings are not secret: Some are known in the Synoptic Gospels, an 


ioned 
non-Synoptic material is ‘public’ indeed in one place a crowd is one D 
(GTh 79).!9 Also in favour of (2) is the fac that in GTh à (and 2) the 5 айра 
finding the interpretation ofthe Sayings. These two points make Se p din 
(2) the more attractive option. The Sayings in Thomas thus often havea 
Sense, which needs to be uncovered, 
Thirdly, the question of genre 


in the 
has already been discussed more fully 
Introduction (89: "The Genre 


А „cifically 
of Thomas’) above. What is evident specifi 


14 Thom. Cont. 1381-4: ‘The secre 


ith one 
А i ` speak wi 

I, even I, Mathaias, wrote down, while I was walking, listening to them spe 
another! Cf, боз. Barn.19.:'And h 


this? For I have chosen twelve. 


hich 
as Thomas м 
t words which the Saviour spoke to Judas Thom 
ingis 
ring: “ hat thi 
aving said this Jesus sighed, saying: “О Lord, wl 


» grieved 
il." The disciples were sore gr! 
"апа one of them is a devil.” The disciples w 

at this word; whereupon he who 


NO) 
ng: 
"sus wi ars, say! 
Writes Secretly questioned Jesus with tears, 
maste 


Rage, 
?""lr. inL. Rage & LE 

r, will Satan deceive me, and shall I then become reprobate?” "Tr. in L. Ragg 

The Gospel of Barnabas (Oxford: С 


SJ. Patterson, The Gospel of Th 
ick, 46; Plisch, 37, 

16 E. Haenchen, Die Botschaft de. 
Davies, The Gospel of Thomas: 
variant on this view is that of 
of God, isa mystery. 
Valantasis, 31, 52-53; cf. the ambiguity in Hedrick, 19. 3 ld in 
18 T. Baarda, ‘If you do not sabbatize qe Sabbath к кена ща кем. 
Gnostic Understanding (Ev. Tho 


d 
88 Mansfel » 
m., Log. 272) in R. van den Broeck, T. Saatda in „28-201 
eds. Knowledge of God in the Graeco-Roman World (EPRO 112; Leiden: Brill, 1988), 


arendon, 1907), 37, 39. ; DeCon- 

f —— 3),123; 

15 tomas and Jesus (Sonoma, CA: Polebridge, 1993), 123. 
; S.L. 

NC ORE ЖИН 61), 36: 
T Thomas-Evangeliums (Berlin: Tópe Pacem 19 ere 
Annotated and Explained (Woodstock: ak kingdom 
Nordsieck, 31, for whom the content, namely the 


(179). 
!9 Cf. also the dialogues with the disci 

13, etc. (and the sayings where the 

plural) e.g. СТЬ 19; 23, etc.). 


112; 
ж " "Th 6; 12; 
Ples, which can hardly be called secret, in G rm 
isci d, but the addressees a 
disciples are not marked, 
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зах is both like and unlike the canonical Gospels. 
mds 5 : А 
„sus which, as GTh 1 will make clear, give life, but 


Gospels is obviously absent; the Prologue 
20 


m this saying is that Tho! 

t " Aie > 

Consists of the words of Je 
narrative form of the canonical 


i sayings Gospel. 
States that Thomas is more like а 5ау ings Gos} 


Notes 


t sayings. See above on the meaning of ‘secret’. Lelyveld sees 
secret say jet : . 9 
а contrast here with ргы 11 ("These are the sayings/words which Moses spoke 
esus with his life-giving words, and the Torah? 


These are the 


+’) ie betwe xd 
eT 'en the living J | 
Although this comes out in СТП 52, it is probably not intended at the outset. 


ere is a catchword connection between ‘these sayings’ here and GTh 1. : 

Which the living Jesus spoke. The epithet ‘living’ is notable here, BED. 
the Scarcity of titles applied to Jesus in Thomas.?? The epithet ‘the living ае 
сап Бе applied to Jesus in Gnostic and related literature,?? but it is erum 
in the sense of ‘alive (from the dead)’ in Rev. 117-8; cf. Lk. 24.5. The ti is 
Probably applied to Jesus in GTh 52: 99, 11 and perhaps 59 (cf. 37). It deno! e 
Jesus as himself characterised by true divine life and as the source of saving 
life.24 Compare also the ‘living Father’ in GTh 3.4. The implication is probably 
also that he speaks permanently through his words here in Thomas. Pasquier 
& Vouga remark that there is nothing in the Prologue about Jesus’ author 
ity, and that the authority of the words lies not in the sayings' origin but in 
their effects.25 This is unlikely, because the Gospel must presuppose some 
knowledge of Jesus, and the designation of Jesus as ‘living’ is a very elevated 
one. 

And (Co « Didymus) Judas Thomas wrote them down. The Thomas here 
is clearly the disciple also seen in the canonical Gospels.26 The double-name 


20 DeConick, 45. 

21 Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 136. Cf. also the similar phrasing in Jer. 37.4 LXX; Bar. 1-1- 

22 Plisch, 37. 

23 боз. Eg. ЇП,2 64,1; cf. Apoc. Peter 8117-18. See B.E. Gärtner, The Theology of the Gospel of 
Thomas (London: Collins/New York: Harper, 1961), 98-100, 

24 There is perhaps also a hint that Jesus is elevated over space and time: E. Rau, 


‘Jenseits 
von Raum, Zeit und Gemeinschaft: "Christ-sein" nach dem Thom asevangelium, NovT 45 
(2003), 138-159 (138). 

25 Pasquier & Vouga, ‘Genre littéraire, 343, 350, 360. 

d Mk 318/ Matt. 10.3/ Lk. 6.15; Acts 113, and especially in John: 11.16; 14-5; 20.24-29. For 
bibliography on Thomas in early Christianity, see G.W. Most, Doubting Thomas (London/ 
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‘(Judas] Thomas’ in the Greek?? may well be evidence of a Syrian provenance 
(see Introduction, $ 6: ‘Provenance’).28 -— 

The choice of Thomas probably reflects the fact that some other disciples 
names (especially Matthew) had already been ‘used’ as authors of Gospels (see 
comment on GTh 13); it is not clear at this stage whether the Gospel ү аноти 
aims to undercut other Gospels already in existence, though the secrecy motif 
perhaps suggests Thomas's claim to greater importance. The fact that Thomas 
will appear later to be at such variance with Gospels such as Matthew (e.g. on 
fasting, alms and prayer in GTh 14), suggests that Thomas's claim is more com- 
petitive than complementary. (See discussion in Introduction, 810.5, above.) 
Thomas's special place in John's resurrection narrative may also have been an 
impulse in his selection, but this is not certain. 

The function of Thomas here is to guarantee the authenticity of these 
‘words’. his modest role as a mere scribe does not detract from this. To define 
him as a scribe?? (rather than, e.g. a Eppyveutys like Mark in Papias) is to guaran- 


tee a pure and uncontaminated voice of Jesus. The effect of this, together with 
the form of the rest of Thor 


Jesus and the reader31 


Although the name ‘Thomas’ is related to the Aramaic/ Syriac for ‘twin’ 


((m(‘)), there is Probably no sense here that Thomas is Jesus’ twin.?* See 
comment on GTh 108 below. 


nas, is to create an immediate relationship between 


— ——— 
Harvard: Harvard University p. 

List of the Apostles’, Orientali 

?7 See GHLR. Horsley, ‘Name. 


28 DeConic 
ck, 44. On the see the discussion in Klijn, ‘John XIV 22 and the Name Judas 


'th d ^ i 
omas’; J.J, Gunther, The Meaning and Origin of the Name Judas Thomas’, Muséon 93 
(1980), 13-148 (123-127), 


29 Grosso, по. 


ress, 2005); M. Choat, "Thomas the "Wanderer" ina Coptic 
4 74 (2005), 83-85. 


5, Double" ABD 4.1011—1017. 
name, 


30 Valantasis, 51, calls him a mere 're 

31 Valantasis, 52, emphasises the rel, 
quickly disappears, 

32 DeConick, 45; Meyer, 


Pository’. 
ationship between the reader and the narrator, but this 


"Beginning of the Gospel of Thomas, 45; Е.Н. Pagels, Beyond Belief: 
The Secret Gospel of Thomas (New York: Random House, 2003), 57; N. Perrin, Thomas, 


the Other Gospel (Louisville; Westminster John Knox, 2007), 124. There is a shift from 
the Gospel to the Acts of Thomas in this 


respect. Cf. P.-H. Poirier, ‘Evangile de Thomas, 
Actes de Thomas, Livre de Thomas’, Apor 


rypha 7 (1996), 9-26 (22), who sees the Acts ава 


development of what is already present in the Gospel, however. 


Logion 1' 


xal sizey [öç 3v mv ёриуує ау тшу Aóycv тоўт[шу бру, Өхубтоо] od py 
yema. 


And he said, ‘| Whoever finds the interpreta]tion of thes[e] sayings will not 
taste [death ].' 


AYD NEXAY XE ETALE COEPHUNEIA HNEEIMAXE qRAXI -pre an Annoy 


And he said, ‘Whoever finds the interpretation of these sayings will not taste 
death.’ 


Textual Comment 


Where both texts are extant, the Greek and Coptic texts are essentially alike, 
although the Greek is very lacunose. 


Interpretation 


The theme of this logion is still ‘these sayings’ mentioned in the Prologue. GTh 
1sets out what is to be done with them: the labour of interpretation (see GTh 
2) is what is crucial, and that is the reader's task.? The soteriological import of 
the words and their interpretation is evident. It is not the case that Thomas 
is, for example, ‘une thérapie des urgences quotidiennes et plus générale- 
ment aident à vivre’? Rather, Thomas is salvific in theme:* reading Thomas 
is necessary to avoid tasting death, and in this sense Thomas can be called a 


1 Bibliography for GTh 1: R. Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘Gnosticismo y hermenéutica (Evangelio de 
Tomás, logion 1), in idem, Estudios sobre el Evangelio de Tomás (Fuentes Patrísticas, Estudios 
2; Madrid: Editorial Ciudad Nueva, 1997), 151-178; Meyer, "The Beginning of the Gospel of 
Thomas; 39-53. 
Plisch, 39. 
Pasquier & Vouga, 'Le genre littéraire et la structure argumentative’, 360. 

4 Grosso, 111. 
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‘Gospel’. One can compare the similar language in ш ien б 
is obedience to Jesus’ word which rescues from ша 3 E 
in [n 20.31), and Ignatius's description oitis ре the ae 
antidote against death’ (@йут{8отос tod ph anobavetv, p t x И ео ea 
that the words, as opposed to the deeds and fate, of Jesus e eren 
as central in Thomas.* The true disciple will transcend death г 

paradise. 


Notes 


And he said. Although strictly speaking ambiguous (both Jesus т 
are possible subjects),” the speaker here is almost certainly Jesus: idis of 
presupposes Jesus to be the speaker of sayings and Thomas the rec 
sayings'.8 : - 
Whoever finds the interpretation of these sayings. The phrase ‘these say 
ings’ links the Prologue and GTh 1. 
the sayings аге 'secret' (see discu 
sage here is that the real sense 
the page. Rather, the 
which can lead to thi 
from the author's per 
degree, rather than i 


‘Finding’ the meaning is necessary because 
ssion of Prologue above). The clear mes- 
of these sayings cannot merely be read off 
ultimate meaning needs to be discovered. Tire Jenn 
5 discovery is explained in GTh 2. It seems unlikely tha 
Spective the effort in interpretation is merely different in 
n kind, by comparison with normal interpretative work. 
Plays the Spiritual or mystical element in the interpreta- 
tion. 
Will not taste death. Cf. also GTh 18; 19; 85 (and ‘seeing death’ in GTA 
enhn pre-Christian Jewish idiom, the reference to ‘tasting death’ is 
ыа Semitic Original of the saying.!? The point here is presum- 


——— 
S a | 

5 ae have m that Grh 1 betrays the influence of the Johannine parallel, but this 

ms impossible to Prove is > 
" тнв, 9r disprove 
7 Valantasis, 32, 54. 
8 Moyer, ‘Beginnin, of 
9 Patterson бы oo бад О ise sie 

, Отаз and , 

Jesus, 123. 


SJ. о The Composition ofthe Gospel of Thomas: Original Language and Influences 
(SNTSMS si; Cambridge. Cambridge University Press, 2012), 44. Its pre-Christian origin is 
suggested by its use in the Jesus tradition together with the reference in 4 Ezra 6.26. It 
comes in the NT in Heb, 29, in Mk o, et рат. as well as in John 8.52. B.D. Chilton, '"Not 
to Taste Death": A Jewish, Chri 


Stian and Gnostic Usage’, in E.A. Livingstone, ed. Studia 
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ably not that the disciples will avoid physical death, but rather that they will 
transcend it, escaping its bitter effects (cf. the idiom in Hebrews 2.9).!! The 
soul will instead continue eternally in the primordial paradise (cf. GTh 18— 
19). 

Death is one of the ultimate ills in Thomas. On one side of the divide is ‘the 
living Jesus’ (Prologue), the ‘place of life’ (GTh 4), the living father/ living one 
and his sons (3; cf. 37; 50: 59), living from the living one (111), and living spirits 
(114). On the other side, the world is a corpse (СТЬ 56). Readers are also in 
danger of becoming corpses and being eaten as a result; this is the opposite 
of ‘rest’ (бо). Blessing consists in finding life (GTh 58), whereas damnation 
consists in tasting death (1; 18; 19), which is the result of being unworthy (85); 
being killed is the opposite of salvation (70). The prophets are dismissed as 
lifeless, in contrast to Jesus ‘the living one’ (СТЬ 52).'? 


Biblica 2: Papers on the Gospels (JSNYSuppS; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1980), 29-36, constructs 
a theory, based on several passages from the midrashim, in which 'not tasting death' is an 
idiom, ‘a quasi angelic trait, associated with figures such as Enoch (30). He remarks that 
here 'in Thomas the claim is made in full knowledge of its Jewish background" (31). There 
is an interesting parallel between GTh 85 and Genesis Rabbah, but there are problems with 
the late dates generally of the texts adduced, and even then of whether the use of the idiom 
is really ‘systematic’ (30). 

11 To this extent, the view here in Thomas may overlap with the Epicurean idea that death 
is by definition not strictly speaking experienced (Epicurus, Letter to Menoeceus 124- 
127). 

12 Although the connection between secret mysteries (as in the Prologue) and the renewal 
of life (as here in СТЬ 1) is not uncommon in ancient mystery cults, it is possible there is 
an Egyptian tradition exerting an influence here. Van Dijk has noted that there is some 
evidence of late redactions of the Book of the Dead incorporating additional references to 
the secrecy of the spells providing immortality. See J. van Dijk, ‘Early Christian Apocrypha 
and the Secret Books of Ancient Egypt, in A. Hilhorst & G. van Kooten, eds. The Wisdom 
of Egypt: Jewish, Early Christian and Gnostic Essays in Honour of Gerard P. Luttikhuizen 
(AJEC 59; Leiden/ Boston: Brill, 2005), 419—428, esp. 425-426. 


Logion 2' 


£c dv] cUpy, 2.2-3 xat бтау 


z 5 {тфу тоў £r 
EVEL uc] ph MavcdcOw ó [тоу той Cv › : В 
“i жырлы: E " xai Cup |r Gets 2.4 BacUXeUc(st), 2.5 xafi Baoedoas 
&Üp[n 2.3 SapByorycetau, 
ёлоуото]ўсєтон. 


c il] he finds. 2.2 
2.1 [Jesus said,] ‘He who se[eks] should not stop [seeking unti a 
dnd nien [he] finds, 2.3 [he will be astonished, and when he is aste 
2.4 he will reign, 2.5 an{d having reigned), he will [rest]. 


Te i AW 
7 2 EG enne 2.2 AYW рот: 
2.1 NEXE 1C мптрефло not пет gine eqayme ajatrbeq on hoe 
TPT Б гр р є 2. a 
CAMANGINE GUA ayrprp 2.3 aya EMA ayroperp quap опире 2.4 
PPO ех rrrupa 


И il he finds. 2.2 And 
2.1 Jesus said, “Не who seeks should not stop seeking until he finds 


"PN à ill be 
when he finds, he will be troubled, 2.3 and when he is troubled, he wi 


astonished, 2.4 and he will reign over the all’ 


Textual Comment 


The reconstruction of the Greek text is generally uncontroversial.2 The Greek 
and Coptic texts have two clear differences. First, while the Greek has the 
Sequence ‘find + be 


astonished’ in the 
Place ‘find + be tro 


middle of the saying, the Coptic has in its 
ubled ~ be 


Ж asise: e 
astonished’. The Coptic perhaps emphasises th 


1 Bibliography for GTh z: E. Bammel, ‘Rest 
Christian Gospel Tradi 


and Rule’, VC 23 (1969), 88-90; A.FJ. Klijn, Jewish- 
tion (VCSupps 17; G 
Zóckler, Jesu Lehren ü 


eiden/ New York/ Cologne: Brill, 1992), 47-51; T. 


К —186; T 
m Thomasevangelinm (NHMS 47; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 180-186; Meye 
‘The Beginning of the Gospel of Thomas; 39—53: p. Nagel, nexe ic ur Einleitung der Jesus- 
logien im Thomaseva, VR 


ngeliu: 
Who Seeks, Continue Seeki; 


the Gospel of Thomas’, їп]. 
in Antiquity: The Social а 
2005), 119-153, esp. 128-1 
tary (Peabody, MA: Hen 
says" (nexe 1С xe)’ 


PM “Let Him 
m; Göttinger Miszellen 195 (2003), 73-79; P. Luomanen, '*Le 
ng”: 


LI ep cem d 
The Relationship between the Jewish-Christian Gospels an 
Ma. A, 


Sgeirsson, A.D, DeConick & R. Uro, eds. Thomasine d 
nd Cultural World of the Gospel of Thomas (NHMS 59; Leiden: Brill, 


30; U.-K. Plisch, The Gospel of Thomas: Original Text with Commen- 
drickson, 2008), 24... 


ele, Welcher Thomas, 6 
2 The only point usually discussed is whether t 


25: 'Excursus: The introductory formula “Jesus 
9-99. S 
he final word is better taken to be min. i 

3 t 
be too long by DeConick, 98, and Grosso, 115, bu 


tat or [àvana]ýoetan The former ig taken to 


this is incorrect: with it, line 8 would be no longer than line 7. 
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unsettling nature of the process of discovery. On the one hand, however, while 
аутортр is more consistently negative than Gep8éw,3 the Coptic ayroprP could 
easily be a translation of itt on a rough count of the 24 instances in the Sahidic 
translation of the Synoptics, four are translations of GapBéw or its cognates. 
The variation in Clement's citations of the version is also interesting: his first 
reference to the version of the saying in the Gospel of the Hebrews has баои, 
the second SapBéw.* Possibly the Coptic is a harmonising version, attempting 
to combine the two, with Cavpatw rendered very naturally as P mupe, and 
9орВёо translated as ayvoprp. Given the parallel with Clement's second citation 
of G. Heb., the text of P. Oxy. IV 654 here has a good claim to be the earliest 
form. 

Secondly, in place of the Greek's conclusion to the sorites with (in all likeli- 
hood, though there is some guesswork in the restoration) ‘he will reign, and 
having reigned he will rest, the Coptic has 'he will reign over the all. This 
has the effect of reducing the emphasis on ‘rest’, but clarifying the envisaged 
rule as over the pan-cosmic domain. This may be the result of an error at the 
Greek stage (either by a scribe, or the translator), where ‘reigning, will rest 
(éravarayjcetat)’ is misread as ‘reigning over all (ёт&у návtwv; cf. Jn 3.31). Bam- 
mel claims that the Coptic text ‘may be a degree less gnosticized, with the 
absence of ‘rest’, but there is nothing distinctively Gnostic about rest.” The addi- 
tion in the Coptic of reigning ‘over (the) all’ does not dramatically change the 
sense, as the superiority of the elect disciple over the cosmos is a theme very 
widespread in Thomas. It ought also to be remembered that the reference to 
‘rest’ is entirely a restoration, with only the common ending -nostat surviv- 


ing. 


з Rightly, Luomanen, ‘Let Him Who Seeks, Continue Seeking! 129 n. 23. See LSJ 783, and in the 
Greek NT, where the senses of the verb (and its compound with éx-) as negative ‘alarm’ (cf. 
in the LXX, 2Kgs 7.15; Wis. 17.3) and positive ‘wonder’ are fairly evenly distributed; cf. Crum, 
597b-598b. In the Sahidic NT, all references to ӨхрВёо and its cognates either are translated 
by аутортр, or use porre in some way. 

4 Pace Ricchuiti, ‘Tracking Thomas; 201, who maintains that the Coptic ‘does not match up well 
to the Greek’ here. 

5 See Clement, Strom. 2.9.45.5: fj x&v xà хоб EBpatous edayyeAle, 6 бхоибсос̧ Bactretcet, yéypa- 
mat, xal ó Bacredoas dvarancetet, and Strom. 5.14.96.3: 08 naveta д cv, EWG av єбрү ebpov 
22 OapPyOrjceta, боиВуӨєіс 52 Bacirevcet, Ractrredans St Emavaraycetat. 

6 Again, from a rough sample of the Synoptics, 26/45 instances of yups in the Sahidic go back 
to 6avpddw and its cognates. 

7 Bammel, ‘Rest and Rule’, go. The reverse might easily be the case: ‘being troubled’ (in the 
Coptic text) is a major theme of Gnostic Paraphrase of Shem. See Valantasis, 57, for an 
alternative explanation. 
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4 e зг of parallels to this saying, the closest of еа are the 
2 M и» Alexandria noted above: one " Mese d. 
Gospel of the Hebrews.* These are usually пен to assist п E pee ordre 
thelacunose Greek text of Thomas, though this may па е ач е р внесен 
thetexts through over-harmonisation. The parallels in me gs mcs vidis 
suggest that in both the places just discussed, the Greek ч " poem : 
the earlier form of the text: it conforms very closely to Clement's 
the same formula. 


Interpretation 


This saying presents an ordo salutis, or 'salvation ladder” кав А 
'seeking and finding' harks back to the previous saying, where з ж ШЕШШ 
precisely ‘finding’ the interpretation of Jesus’ sayings: GT h adeclare tter, as it 
discovery of the Gospel's interpretation is not a straightforward pe aie the 
involves labour and is accompanied by emotional али OR жем 
Coptic).!° Klauck summarises the point of the Greek text nicely: К s. FG 
contains an intentional paradox: only the restless activity of seeking lea 

the rest for which one yearns! The 
the introductory section of Thomas, 
and the way it should be read. 


saying probably marks the conclusion 5 
which delineates the character of the worl 


8 There is clearly some relationship between 


cited by Clement, but it is hard to define, A 
ahéytov ёүүрафоу used b 
ever witnesses their гї 
(бен@в®ўсєтбол, 


Thomas here and the Gospel of the Hebrews as 
more distant parallel is the saying attributed to 


y Simon Magus and Helen, according to Eusebius puse, 
tuals will first be 


from Sap Bboprert rather t 
distant Parallel is Va] 


‘astounded! (ёхтАсүўсєтӨан) and ‘dumbfounded’ 
han 6apféc). Lowe this reference to Stephen Carl- 

entinus frag. 4, discussed in I. Dunderberg, Tim 
tinus: Genesis Exegesis in Fragment 4 of Valentinus and Its Relationship 
to the Gospel of Thomas’, in J.Ma. Asgeirsson, A.D. DeConick & R. Uro, eds. Thomasine 
Traditions in Antiquity: The Social and Cultural World of the Gospel of Thomas (NHMS 59: 
Leiden: Brill, 2005), 221-237. Cf. also Thom. Cont, 140,41-141,43 (seeking, finding, resting), 
a а а n wp. and 2 Apoc. Jas. 56,27 (all with ‘rest’ and ‘reign’); 

lem. 5. а 
9 ао зала of amazing, ‘rest’, and ‘kingdom’. 
Е кеше ср] of Thomas; Annotated and Explained, 2, remarks that it is achieved not by 
grace but by effort! ‘plained, 2, 


+ Ac. Thom, 136; 


11 HJ. Klauck, Apocryphal Gospels: An Introduction (London|New York: T&T Clark, 2003), 
39- 


LOGION 2 201 
Notes 


24 Jesus said. The Coptic phrase nexe 16 corresponds (where the Greek is 
extant) to A€yet ‘Ingots, and both are usually translated as ‘Jesus said? Some, 
however, especially within and under the influence of the Berliner Arbeit- 
skreis, translate the phrases as ‘Jesus says’: the linguistic reason is that A¢yet is 
present, and for some —allied to this—is the theological reason that Thomas 


intends to convey the "Zeitlosigkeit of Jesus’ voice in the sayings." There area 
number of elements here to be disentangled. First, the Greek and Coptic are 
not simply identical. In addition, factors of grammatical form, time, aspect, 
Aktionsart and theology should not be confused. We shall treat the Coptic first 
because it is simpler, and then move to the Greek. 

Coptic nexe ic. The form nexe is an irregular form of the verb ҳо, and does 
not belong to any particular Coptic conjugation. In function, however, it almost 
always refers to an action in past time.!5 (1) There is no differentiation in usage 
in Thomas between nexe ic and nexaq. For example, in the body of Thomas, the 
parable of the Wise Fisherman (СТЬ 8) is introduced by ayo nexaq xe, whereas 
in the next saying, the parable of the Sower (GTh 9) is introduced with nexe ic 
xe. There is no perceptible difference in tense, aspect or AKtionsart; nexe- and 
nexa» are semantically the same. 

The fact that no particular timeless profundity can be derived from the form 
of the verb is evident from the fact that the same form is used to introduce (a) 
the speech of Jesus at the beginning of a logion; (b) Jesus’ speech in the middle 


12 Soe.g. B. Layton, ed. & T.O. Lambdin, tr. ‘The Gospel according to Thomas, in Layton, ed. 


Nag Hammadi Codex П, 2-7, together with ХШ“, Brit. Lib. Or.4926(1), and P. Oxy. 1, 654, 655, 
vol. I (NHS 20; Leiden: Brill, 1989), 52-93. 

13 Thus H.-G. Bethge & J. Schróter, ‘Das Evangelium nach Thomas (NHC II, 2), in H. 
Schenke, H.-G. Bethge & U.U. Kaiser, eds. Nag Hammadi Deutsch (GCS; Walter de Gruyter, 
2001, 2003), L151-181; К. Aland, ed. Synopsis Quattuor Evangeliorum (Stuttgart: Deutsche 
Bibelgesellschaft, 1996), 519 nn. 3-4; SJ. Patterson, J.M. Robinson & the Berliner Arbeit- 
skreis für koptisch-gnostische Schriften, The Fifth Gospel: The Gospel of Thomas Comes of 
Age (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 1998), passim; so also in the commentaries 
of Plisch and Pokorny. 


-M. 


14 — ThusD.Lührmann, Fragmente apokryph gewordener Evangelien in griechischer und latein- 
ischer Sprache (Marburg: Elwert, 2000), 178; cf. C. Taylor, The Oxyrhynchus Logia and Bs 
Apocryphal Gospels (Oxford: Clarendon, 1899), 19: the present tense of Myageri А 
present living force’; Plisch, 25: ‘timeless meaning. Against this, see Ménard, 80. 

15 Nagel has adduced abundant linguistic evidence in favour of interpreting nexe with past 
meaning (Nagel, ‘nexe ic—Zur Einleitung der Jesuslogien, 73—79). Plisch, 24, is right to 
note that there are exceptions. 
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ofa dialogue; (c) the speech of disciples or other figures, and (d) the speech of 
characters in parables: 


(а) GTh 2; 3; 4; 5; 7; 9, etc. 

(b) e.g. GTh 13, 
who I am like" Simon Peter said ... Matthew said ... Thomas said ... Jesus 
said (nexe ic), “I am not your master”, etc. See further GTh 6.2; 12.2; 13.5; 
18.2; 22.4; 37.2; 61.3; 104.2; 114.2. 

(c) eg. СТЬ 61.2: ‘Salome said (exe): GTh 14-1: ‘Simon Peter said (nex). See 
further GTh 12.1; 18.1; 20.1; 21.1; 24.1; 37.1, 72-1, 79.1, and 99.1. 

(d) the master in the parable in GTh 64.11. 


Jesus said (nexe ic) to the disciples, “Compare me and tell me 


Given this variation of context, it seems arbitrary to translate nexe one way 
for Jesus and another way for other characters. (Presumably their speech is 
not marked by ‘Zeitlosigkeit.) As a result of these considerations, Layton's 
general assessment of tex e-/ "exis, that it ‘signals direct discourse in past time, 
appears to apply in the case of Thomas.” 

Greek Aeyev ic] Муг с. Here the situation is more complex, because unlike 
in the Coptic, there is a difference of tenses between the Prologue + СТВ 1 on 
the one hand, and the main body of the Gospel on the other. The Prologue 
refers to Jesus Speaking all the sayings with an aorist (£AdAvev); in GTh 1, 
Jesus' programmatic statement about the soteriological value of the words 


is introduced with the aorist elxev. In what survives of the Greek elsewhere 
(GTh 2ff.), however, all the 


disciples) are introduced wit 
has éEevátovcty adtdy oi робу 
о0тф of роабутої «%тоб. Cle 
the Prologue has made cle 
forms does correspond to 


adopts j ў 
Pts two different viewpoints, varying the way in which the speech events 
аге presented as unfoldin c 


Jesus’ speaking as ‘co 


individual sayings of Jesus (and speech of the 
h present tenses: Jesus Aéyet throughout; GTh 6 
tal оўтой хой A&youctv, and СТЬ 37 begins Aéyovow 
arly, in terms of time, these are past events (as 
ar). Nevertheless, the switch from aorist to present 
àn aspectual distinction, in other words, the author 


g" The Prologue and СТЬ 1 together summarise 
te and undifferentiated'!* In contrast, the ensuing 
"S speech in present tense-forms are imperfective in 


16 B. Layton, A Coptic Gra 
mma 
" SE. Porter, Idioms of the cu ?nd rey, ейп (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2004), 302 (8 380). 


Press, 1994), 20: differences Miseni Testament, 2nd edition (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic 


f y — М 
ceived to unfold’. spect are differences in ‘how the verbal action was per- 


18 Porter, Idioms of the G 
of Freek New Testament, 21, picking up on his de 


aspect. finition of perfective 
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aspect, and therefore (without reference in this case to the actual time of the 
events) identify the act of speaking summarised in the Prologue as in progress 
from the constructed viewpoint of the narrator in GTh 2 and following. On 
this interpretation of the aorist/ present distinction, the narrator has in GTh 
aff. situated himself within the speech act described in the Prologue. Another 
possibility should also be considered. It may be that, rather than specifying the 
acts of speaking as in progress, the present tense-form verbs may in fact be 
unspecified for tense: they do not need to be, because the discourse has been 
introduced by an aorist.!'? 


Theologically, the different tense-form cannot be said to sustain a reference 
to ‘a present living force’ or ‘timele 


5 meaning’. (This is not to say that such 
a view of Jesus’ words might not be reached on other grounds, such as the 
Prologue's reference to the speaker as ‘the living Jesus’) As already noted, 
the Greek fragments also preserve disciples’ speech introduced with present 
tenses. Again, presumably their Greek speech is not marked by ‘Zeitlosigkeit’ 
any more than are their Coptic utterances. 

2.1 He who seeks should not stop seeking until he finds. If the restoration 
{e¥py] in the previous saying is correct (it is а natural equivalent of ee e- in 
Coptic), then we have here a catchword connection between GTh 1-2, just as 
the words ‘these sayings’ link the Prologue to GTh 1. Even if this restoration is 
not right, the theme of ‘finding’ clearly links them. The seeking-finding motif 
is common both in the OT (Deut. 4.29; Prov. 817; 11.27; Jer. 29.13) and in the 
Jesus tradition in Matthew and Luke (Matt. 7.7-8; Lk. 11.9710) and Thomas (GTh 
92; 94; Cf. 38; 59*; 76; 91; 107). Compare also IGT 5.3; Gos. Mary 8,20-21. While 
Thomas elsewhere emphasises Jesus' action asa revealer (e.g. GTh 17), the stress 
in this saying is very much on the human agency involved in the process of 
discovery. The seeking here is ‘a process of “sapiential research”’ which leads to 
the discovery of the interpretation of the sayings. 

2.2-3 And when he finds, (Co + he will be troubled, and when he is trou- 
bled.) he will be astonished. Both versions clearly indicate the wonder accom- 
panying the discovery of the truth hidden in the Gospel. Here Thomas reverses 
the Platonic aphorism (that wonder is the beginning of philosophy, in Theaete- 
tus 155D),? by making astonishment consequent upon finding. The Coptic 
seems to suggest that there is a disturbing element as well. This may well allude 


19 Tam grateful to Dr Robert Crellin (Greek Bible College, Athens) for discussing this with 
me, and also for the advice of Dr Christian Askeland. 

20 Kloppenborg, Formation of Q, 305. . 

21 Clement explicitly mentions this Theaetetus passage in Strom. 2.9-45-4 immediately prior 
to his quotation of the Gospel according to the Hebrews. 
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to the fact that the discovery of new knowledge often also has an uncomfortable 
effect: this is an ancient commonplace, especially familiar from Plato's cave 
allegory.?? It probably features also in GTh 84.2: 'When you see your images 
which came into being before you— which neither die nor are revealed— 
how much you will have to bear!?* (See further the commentary on GTh 84 
below.) 

2.3-4 And when he is astonished (om. Co), he will reign (Co + over the 
all). In Greek the penultimate, and in Coptic the last, element is ‘rule’. Part of 
this reference is no doubt ‘negative’, in that it connotes that one is not under 
the ultimate control of other people, or of one's own passions.?* Being part of 
the 'kingless' realm is common in Gnostic literature (see e.g. Gos. Jud. 53,24; cf. 
Apoc. Adam 8210—19; Orig. World, 127,7—14), and the control that comes to one 
who is pure is a well-known theme (see e.g. Sent. Sext. 6o). 

Probably implicit already in the Greek (and made clearer in the Coptic) is 
the theme of a cosmic authority extending beyond the anthropological and 
social spheres. ‘The all’ in the Coptic is 
of Nag Hammadi texts and relate 
mean in different places (a) the 


a controverted phrase in discussions 
d literature: it has variously been taken to 
universe (i.e. heaven and earth), (b) the aeons 
ofthe pleroma, (c) the totality of the pneumatic element, as well as being (d) a 
christological title.25 The christological reference in GTh 77 cannot be in view 
here, and Thomas cannot easily be seen elsewhere to have the mythological 
trappings associated with some of the more complex senses (b) and (c). As 
such, the reference in Coptic GTh 2 is almost certainly to (a), ‘all things, in 
the sense of ‘the universe’26 The disciple is no longer slave to the cosmos but 
supreme over it.27 


On the general point, see €g. Euripides 
on the ‘cave’, see the references in Rep 
experiences of the one who ha 


sun. 


Hippol. 247: tò yap ӧрдободах үушрүу ó80v&; 
515Е to &Xyetv, ó8uvácGot and dyavoxceiy, all 
d lived in the cave, when he encounters the light of the 


ing troubled’ į 


24 — DeConick, 49, highlights the mm Particularly strong in the Paraphrase of Shem. 
25 — Forthe different « ` 
enses 
All" im Evangelium hee scholarly Views, see H. Ludin Jansen, ‘Der Begriff rrrupq “Das 
is, Ас i ; s n 
ing of the Term, “the All” in нек ш, 31 (1968), 115-118, and A. Logan, ‘The Mean- 


(Berlin: Akademie Thought" in E.A. Livingstone, ed. Studia Patristica XIV 


mm I. Dunderberg, The Beloved Disciple in Conflict? Revisit- 
homas (Oxford. Я А В th 

i ‘beli , : Oxf U ^rsity Press, 2006), 108, offers the 

options of 'believers' or "visible World' for the m соно y ) 

26 This also has the advant au in 773. 


“8° of being the simplest sense, also parallelled in the NT, eg. 
Sahidic 1 Cor 3.22 (bis). Б the simplest sense, also paralle| 


27 Hofius, ‘Das koptische Thomasevangelium (1), 28. 
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This position of the elect disciple over against material reality is probably 
echoed in the service of the stones in GTh 19.2, the superiority of the elect to 
the lilies in GTh 36.2 and the obedience of the mountains in GTh 48 and 106, 
and stones in 13.8. The cosmos is not worthy of the true disciple (GTh 56; 80; 
n). 

2.5 And having reigned, he will rest (om. Co). Although there is no hint 
of it in the Coptic, a reference to ‘rest’ is thoroughly in keeping with other 
passages in Thomas which show an interest in the theme, with all the other 
instances making it clear that the Coptic version is still concerned about it. 
The meaning of Thomas's ‘rest’ terminology (advanabw, dvaravers/ ома, 
synonymous with the native Coptic tron) is soteriological, with a more specific 
connotation of relief from the world, and possibly also of divine, immovable 
perfection (cf. the divine marks of ‘motion and rest’ in GTh 50; and the 'stand- 
ing’ motif: see notes on 16.4 below). Valantasis gives the glosses ‘equilibrium, 
solitude’? It is difficult to conclude with Vielhauer that the way ‘rest’ is used in 
Thomas shows clear affinities to Gnostic texts,2° On the other hand, it is equally 
difficult to conclude with DeConick that this saying is likely to be part of the 
‘kernel’ of Thomas in part because rest is a theme which appears to belong to 
the ‘old Jerusalem traditions?! There may be a loose catchword link between 
‘reigning’ here and the ‘kingdom’ in GTh 8. 


28 See references to ananayceic in СТЬ 50; 51, 60 and go; fron in GTh 86, and to resting in à 
non-theological sense in GTh 61. 

29  Valantasis, 33. -— 

30 Р. Vielhauer, 'ANAITAYXIX: Zum gnostischen Hintergrund des 'Thomasevangelium; in 
W. Eltester, ed. Apophoreta: Festschrift Ernst Haenchen (Berlin: Tópelmann, 1964), тан 
(299). ‘Rest’ is a dominant theme—and indeed a divine attribute—in the Nag Hammadi 
Allogenes text, for example. 

31 DeConick, 49. 
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зал Je[sus] said, [If] those who drag vou away [say to you, “Behold,] the 
kingdom is in heav[en]? then the birds of hea|ven would precede you! 3.2 
Ifthey say th Jat it is under the earth, then the fish ofthe se[a would precede] 
you and [enter it]! 3.3 But the kin{ gdom of heaven] is inside you [and outside 
of you. 3.4 Whoever] knows [himself] will find it [and when you] know 
yourselves, (vou will know that] vou are [sons] ofthe [living] Father. 3.5 [But 
ifyou do not] know yourselves, | vou are] in [poverty], and you are pover[ty].' 
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CHNETHZOYN AYD CHUETABAN 3.4 COTAN ere 
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cenacoym(t) TUNE AYD TETNACME Xe ATWTA ue Rape Anew ETONE 
3.5 EMME NE VETHACOY Ut THYTH AH 
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34 Jesus said, "If those who lead you say to you, “Behold, the kingdom is in 
heaven; then the birds of heaven would precede you! 3.2 If they say to you 
that it is in the sea, then the fish would precede you! 3.3 But the kingdom is 
inside you and outside of you. 3.4 When you know yourselves, then you will 
be known, and you will understand that you are sons of the living Father. 3.5 
But if you do not know yourselves, vou are in poverty and you are poverty." 


Textual Comment 


There are a number of dilferences between the Greek and Coptic texts here. 
Perhaps the greatest difference lies at the beginning, in the discrepancy 
between the envisaged opponents.? In Greek they are ot #хоутес (9)pác, but 
in Coptic uer'cax гит" Tuyen. While the latter is a fairly straightforward ref- 
erence to ‘leaders’, the Greek yields a sense of greater force or violence being 
forecast by Jesus.? The Greek is more likely to be the earlier form of the text 
here, and the Coptic a later smoothing out of the sense, or accidental introduc- 
tion ofewv« An emendation of the Greek's ўрас to pâs in 3.1 seems demanded 


2 Surprisingly, not noted by Ricchuiti, * Fracking Thomas’ 202-203. For discussion of some 
attempts at explanation, see Gathercole, Composition, 44—45. See Fisele, ‘Ziehen, Führen und 
Verführen; for the most extensive discussion of the problem, 


з Cf. the uses in context of those taken to court (Jas. 2-6; cf. épéAxovceg in Mart. Con. 2.7), or 
subject to violent attack (Ac. 21.30). 
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rm. | Vis. 1] 3-4). There is also room in Ha Disc efi 
the fish to attract two verbs, hence the restoration Inca hies е 
бола cons профдйсоу cec. Some have made much of the ditfe rence = of Greek 
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9 Eisele, Welcher Thomas, m 
talk of an external kingd 
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(If Ref. 5.7.20 does allude to GTh 3, one could argue that the same para 
GTh 3, because Hippolytus attests both 
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More significantly, in GTh 34 the phrase ‘whoever Eh 

it appears only in the Greek? while this is a ү en Prieto 

Wording, the statement is entirely consonant with the eem : "ns 7 

adds little to the overall sense. On the ather hand, the : Pw А жүл ы 
OW yourselves), vou will be known in 348 wer rides : e Re жее 
ings were equal, it would be hard to decide which of the Gre 


та amal. 
earlier; one can probably assume that the Greek is closer to the origi 


Interpretation 


The present dialogue between Jesus and the set irs a n 21 
ties, the first of which is the identity of the opponents. ү ue е ы 
to be Christian powers, ‘leading authorities whose message 8 о ori dem x 
tian ... whose claim to lead manifests itself in authority over interpreta DR 
Christian doctrines’!2 This may be correct, but the particular a се | 
not especially clear: interestingly, Jesus is not criticising the view Е Winnie * 
(as elsewhere when he is opposing ‘ecclesiastical’ teaching) but i os 
third Party. In any case, the main characteristic и к-дан a ecd 
are oi Exovtec (b)pác, a much discussed epithet. The sense is a Ld 
ing, bullying and cajoling, since the verb can have the general se dendi 
someone to do something against their will: ifthe targets here are ae 
is hard to imagine хо having a physical sense; ina literal sense, the opp 
would have to be Roman authorities (see notes below). Е 
Whoever these #\хоутес аге, T/tomas's polemic is against the dicii 
of the kingdom of God in some particular heavenly or earthly sphere. i 


i i nick, 54- 
10 — Ascribal omission by parablepsis is not so easy to assume as in DeCo c AM Ww 
i | iewi co 
11 It is difficult to accept Eisele's contention that Jesus' own view is more In cupis ни 
iews in 31- isele, Я 
the voicesin 3.1 and 3.2, given the ridicule attached to the views in 3.1-2- See 
Führen und Verführen, 380-415. 
12 


Plisch, 43. Similarly, as we have seen, ‘Trevijano Etcheverría comments inar ребе 
opposing 'fantasías apocalípticas у concepciones religiosas populares demasia S5 же 
(‘La escatología del Evangelio de Tomas’, 440, cf. 418: ‘los guías denunciados no serían o 

ue los líderes eclesiásticos’). s 
13 itis is the sense of How in A Rep. 458D (where it is associated with &vépan) and s 
350D: the meaning is not really that of "Ziehen mit Worten’ (Eisele, "Ziehen, guum un 
Verführen' 389): even in the latter case it is more a matter of Thrasymmachuss reluctance 
and embarrassment, rather than Socrates' speaking. In the former, despite the parallel 
with nelðw, words are not in view at all. 


14 We have already noted Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘La escatología del Evangelio de Tomás! 415, 
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comports with the Thomasine Jesus’ criticisms elsewhere (e.g. 113.3). There is no 
need for a transformation of the present cosmos, or anxious speculation about 
the heavens and the earth passing away, because the kingdom is not located in 
any of these realms. 

A difficulty with the 'anti-ecclesiastical' view is that while a polemic against 
a kingdom in heaven might fit,!? criticism of a kingdom ‘under the earth’ does 
not. The accusation could, however, merely be impressionistic: a subterranean 
kingdom might simply be a rhetorical reflex оге ounterpoint to one ‘above’ This 
; contrast found 
but perhaps also by pagan views of afterlife under the earth.” 


reference is probably in part influenced by the heaven/ ab 
16 


elsewhere, 
Replacing this localised view of the kingdom is the counter-statement that 
it is ‘inside you and outside you’, in other words, anywhere and everywhere. 
The reference to ‘inside you’ prompts mention of an interesting divergence 
from some other Christian teaching of Thomas's day, namely a theology of 
self-knowledge. І 


418, on this poi i у а ‘i V 
А point. Rightly also Eisele, Ziehen, Führen und Verführen; 380: ‘In EvThom 3 
spricht Jesus von Personen, die d 

15 In addition to the № 2 i 

5 n the NT's association of kingdom and heaven, there is a closer identification 
| ; еауеп as the location of the kingdom in e 
16 For the influence of Rom. 10 
Gospel of Thomas’, 
17 A subterrane. 


as Reich (Gottes) an bestimmten Orten lokalisieren’ 


3. Diogn. 6.8: СЇ 10.2. 

at this point, see Gathercole, “The Influence of Paul on the 
and idem, Composition, 233 237. 
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Egypt, where by the 
of thinking of the 
E. Hornung, The Ancient Egyptia 
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the so-called “с Рах 

Greece. See A. Meran a tablets, which are dispersed quite widely across Italy and 

world: The Orphic Gold dan Jiménez San Cristóbal, eds. Instructions for the Nether- 

Principally, however, this 5 (Religions in the Greco-Roman World; Leiden: Brill, 2008). 
"715 popular view is shaped by the epic tradition, especially as 


it appears in Odyssey n a 
nd Aeneid 6 o ablets i a is i 
not always a gloomy destiny; a As the gold tablets illustrate, however, this is 
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of the underworld where 
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n Books of the Afterlife (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 
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Notes 


34 If those who drag you away (Co: lead you) say to you. If the envisaged 
opposition is probably Christians (see below ad 3.2), there cannot be any 
real sense of Thomasine Christians being dragged into court on charges of 
heresy. Nevertheless, there is a clear projection here of the image of forceful 
persecution: хо (in contrast to созк рит») gives the impression of duress. This 
is then softened in the Coptic version. 

31-2 “Behold, the kingdom is in heaven" then the birds of heaven would 
precede you! If they say (Co + to you) that it isunderthe earth (Co: in the sea), 
then the fish ofthe sca (om. Co) would precede you and enter it (om. Co)! As 
noted above, the parody is of views locating the kingdom in some sphere within 
the cosmos." This is the first reference in Thomas to the kingdom, a central 
term in the Gospel. On the kingdom, see Introduction, S10. above. Thomas's 
opponents are clearly caricatured here: although a subterranean kingdom does 
not really correspond to any known early Christian views,” it is still likely that 
the opposition is to the magna ecclesia. Deuteronomy 30, via Romans 10, pro- 
vides the heaven/ under-the-earth contrast, rather than identifiable mistaken 
views of the afterlife.2° On the birds and the fish, compare Deut. 4.18; Job 12.7-8. 

3.3 But the kingdom of heaven (om. Co) is inside you and outside of you. 
The kingdom, then, is simultaneously all around (cf. GTh 13.4) as well 59 
within?! Unlikely are the suggestions for how the kingdom can be both ‘inside 
and ‘outside’ proposed by Hedrick (‘an inner spiritual experience ... shared with 
others of like mind’) and Valantasis (interior self-knowledge as well as ‘a new 
understanding of the mundane world').22 There is a parallel here with Thomas s 
representation of Jesus, who also is closely identified with the ‘light within a 
luminous person’ (СТЬ 24.3) while also transcending this world (СТТ 10, 16 and 
28): he is at the same time both the light above all, and identified with the all 
(GTh 77). The point is that the kingdom is both readily accessible but can never 
be pinned down to a location.23 The structure ‘neither X—nor Y—but within 


18 — So, rightly, Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘La escatologia del Evangelio de Tomás, 415744- | 

19 Dunderberg, Beloved Disciple, 36, takes the reference to heaven as strong counterevidence 
to the view of DeConick that Thomas advocates heavenly journeys. 

20 Gathercole, Composition, 233-237: cf. Glasson, ‘Gospel of Thomas, Saying 3, 151—152. . 

21 See the helpful and accurate remarks in Luttikhuizen, "The Hidden Meaning of "The 
Kingdom Inside You and Outside You" ', 546. 

22 Hedrick, 22; Valantasis, 59. y " 

23 Cf. Plisch, 43: ‘The kingdom of God is, at the same time, in your grasp but unavailable: It 

is not quite that the kingdom is unavailable, but rather that it cannot be tied down to a 

particular place. 
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you' derives from Luke 17.21 (cf. GTh 113),* and Thomas has combined Luke 1721 
with Deut. 30.11-14/ Rom. 10, as Tertullian was | 
also comment on GTh 113 below. 

3.4 Whoever knows himself will find it апа... (om. Co). Thomas attributes 
to Jesus the yv@6 саотбу, a philosophical maxim also p 
ture, and significant in theological writings. The phrase was famously inscribed 
on the temple of Apollo at Delphi (Pausanias, Descr. 10.24.1), and much dis- 
cussed in antiquity. In Plato's Alcibiades it becomes particularly associated with 
knowledge that a person is soul (Alc. 130E), and this idea continues into early 
Christian literature. In various places the refere 
the modern sense, but rather to knowledge 


5 
ater to do (Adv. Marc. 4-35)? See 


- 1- 
art of the general cu 


s r 'in 
nce is not to ‘self-awareness 1 
about one's nature: 


Testimony of Truth:'And they have come to know themselves— [who they 
are] or where they are [now] and what is the [place in] which they will 
rest from their stupidity, [arriving] at knowledge.26 


Teaching of Silvanus: 'Before everything, know your birth. Know yourself, 
that is, from what substance you are, or from what race ....27 


Theodotus: ‘Now it is not merely the washing which liberates, but also the 
knowledge: Who were we and what have we become? Where were we and 


where are we now cast? To where аге we hastening and from what have 
we been delivered? What is birth? What is rebirth 28 


Clement: (knowing) to what you have come ., 
what is your essence, and what y 
divine, and matters like these'29 


. and whose image you are, 
our making and what your affinity to the 


Sextus: ‘Ifyou know to what you have come, you will know yourself? 


hon etn 
2 1 u ГР В 
4 ‘Nor shall they say, Behold, it is here On "It is there!" for behold, the kingdom of God is 
among you! 


25 Gos. Mary 8,15~19, also has reference to Lk. 17.21. 


26 Testim. Truth 3525-363; cf. 44,30-45,6: "This, then, is the true testimony: When a man 


knows himself and the God who is over the truth, he will be saved, and will be crowned 
with the unfading crown: 

27 Teach. Silv. 92,10-14. 

28 Clement, Exc. Theod. 78.2. 

?9 — Clement, Strom. 5.4234. See further Paed. Зал, where Clement extols the value of self- 
knowledge. 


30 Sent. Sext. 398. 
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For Thomas» knowledge of self is knowledge that the body is a mere corpse 
(GTh 56; 58) and that the soul is a precious thing trapped in the poverty ofthis 
body (GTh 29). In terms of knowledge of origins and destiny, this is expanded 
ph 18 and 49-50, in which the soul is from the primordial kingdom 


upon in G' 
and ultimately returns there. This connection between self-knowledge and the 
kingdom is not so much a sequential discovery of the nature of the self and 
then of the kingdom; rather, the two overlap.?! They are not co-extensive, how- 
ever (see discussion of GTh im below). On ‘knowing’, see further Introduction, 
S104. 

3.4 When you know yourselves ... (Co +... then you will be known, and ...). 


The Coptic completes the symmetry by supplementing the apodosis here: the 
Coptic may be indebted to Paul.3? 

3.4 You will know (Co: understand) that you are sons of the living Father. 
This statement completes the textually complex sentence in GTh 3.4. With 
‘sons of the Father; compare ‘sons of the light’ and ‘elect of the Father (GTh 
50); GTh 101-273 is a possible reference to the disciple's divine Father, though 
it is somewhat obscure because of a lacuna in the manuscript. GTh 99 also 
has the fictive family of disciples. On the epithet living, see notes on Prologue 
above. Possible, though perhaps unlikely, is a vague catchword or thematic link 
between ‘sons’ and living here, and ‘child’ and ‘live’ in GTh 4. 

3.5 But if you do not know yourselves, you are in poverty and you are 
poverty. The alternative to this knowledge is defined as poverty. In a Jewish 
context, poverty is often a positive metaphor when used ina spiritual sense (so 
also in GTh 54); here—as usually elsewhere in the Nag Hammadi library—it is 
clearly negative (cf. also СТЬ 29).3? The sense is clearly poverty in knowledge 
and lack of spiritual wealth: cf. GTh 29.3; 81.1 and 85.1 below.?* 


31 ct Ménard's formulation: ‘le Royaume, c'est la connaissance simultanée de nous-mé 
ngile selon 


mes 


et de Dieu dans un méme acte' (Ménard, ‘La Sagesse et le logion 3 de I'Eva 
Thomas’, 140). 

32 Plisch, 44, specifically Gal. 4.9; cf. 1 Сог. 13.12. 

33 Eg in Ap. John ll 27,24-27, Jesus answers John's question about where the souls go of 
those who turn away: "To that place where the angels of poverty go they will be taken, 
the place where there is no repentance.’ Cf. Orig. World П u2,0-13: ‘Now when Adam 
of light conceived the wish to enter his light, he was unable to do so because of the 
poverty that had mingled with his light’; Auth. Teach. 27,25-27: ‘Our soul indeed is ill 
because she dwells in a house of poverty’ (cf. GTh 29); Treat. Seth 58,20-22, where the 
9н becomes ‘poor’ when ‘the sun of the powers of the archons set' and darkness took 
them. 

34  Valantasis, 34. 
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Th 


sa [peyer Да 4[ротос поћо1с̧ ўиє|рфу ётеротӣо(и) 

по[:діоу intà iue] роу nepi тоў tórou THs оӣ, хой CH | cec (ot) 4.2 бт поо 

ёсоусш т[р®то: ётуето! xal] ol ёсхато: прото, 4-3 xai [ёсоутон eic vw otv. 
Restoration of esp. 4.3 exempli gratia. 


44 [Jesus said,] ‘A m[an old in da 
Ча |уѕ old about the place of[ 
are first] will be [last, and] 


lys will not hesitate to ask a ch[ild an 
life, and) he will [live]. 4.2 Because many [w^ : 
the last will be first. 4.3 And [they will be as опе}. 
4а пєхє IC qua XnaY an fet Прозе fiexxo 
DHU eget cadq пгооү єтвє птопос Arne 
Raoprt NaP eae 4.3 aya сєауапе Oya о 


= € 
ей ueqeoov EXNE оүкоүє i 
Dt? ayw quaa? 4.2 xe OYN 2 
Yor 

zm Я я ild 
44 Jesus said, ‘The man old in his days will not hesitate to ask a little chil 
seven days old about the place ofl 


0 
/fe, and he will live. 4.2 Because many wh 
are first will be last. 4.3 And they will become one.’ 


Textual Comment 


€re are various small differe 


ee 

nces between the Greek and Coptic versions. 

Very minor is the difference between Tatdiov and the more expansive KoYé! 
Чаўнрє ауны, The Coptic's articl 


veteran is in Greek probably ‘o] 


1 


They that are six ye 


e (‘the man’) is not paralleled in the Greek; the 


d of days’, but is ‘old in his days’ in the Сор" 


Bibliography for GTh 4: AFJ. Klijn, "The "Single One" in the Gospel of Thomas, JBL 8! 
(1962), 271-278; H.C. Kee, “Becoming a Child” 


in the Gospel of Thomas, JBL 82 (1963) 
307-214; Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 


27-32; R: Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘El anciano preguntará 
al niño (Evangelio de Tomás Log. 4); Estudios Bíblicos 5o (1992), 521-535; Е.Е. Popkes, Das 
Menschenbild des Thomasevangeliums ( 


WUNT 206; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2007), 169-172 


Preguntará al niño’, 522-525, there are no close SY™ 
4- 


Pace Trevijano Etcheverría, 'El anciano 
optic parallels; Matt. 1125-26 and Lk 2, 
relationship between GTh 4 and the Уд 
tus, Ref. 6.42.2: 'For Valentinus even sa 
he asked and inquired who he was, 
Manichaean Psalm-Book 192,2— 


52 are not particularly similar. There may be 
lentinus frag. 7 (Markschies's numbering) in a 
YS that he saw a small baby, recently born. This chil 

And he replied saying that he was the Logos. Cf. also 
3:"The grey haired old men— the little children instruct them. 


ars old instruct them that are sixty years old.’ 


2 
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і » the loss in translation of 
2 The only possible significance of this could be sie: ihe zm e 
i s | eae 7) 4 ап. 7.9, 135 
allusion to the Ancient of Days (та\а!дс HHEPOY in LO | 4 
cf. 7-22 x reek wording survives, to assume 


) although since only the -gàv of the G à 
a Dani $ only Ue -po any case; for such a specific 


referera ыл snis й re dp ied a definite article. The 
9Ptic also abbreviates the Greeks ‘first last, last first’ saying by only т 
пе tst half (Coptic:'Many who are first will be last’). ThieGreekispro se deni 
ler at this point, reflecting better than the Coptic the foem of the saying an ә 
Canonical parallels (though of course a later harmonisation wmans Lape d 
(2р additional layer of complexity, however results from a rete 
**Seugo. 


in the Greek we would probably 


)Hippolytus:* 


, is the kingdom of heaven to be sought E 
Which they pass on an explicit statement inthe Gospelentit ce = 
to Thomas’ (ёз xà хата Owpev ёлтүрхфорё&уФ evdayysAlw), as fo » E 
Who seeks me will find me in children from sever years old. For 1 те Е : 
the fourteenth acon I am hidden and yet appear: (гё 8 op ie 
Tardioig dnd TÖV inté. exei yap ev TH TECTAPETHALSEKATY ovt xpupóus 
evepoüpat.) 
2 


(Ref. 5.7.20) 


This, they s: 


This come, in Hippolytus' discussion of the Naassenes in the Refutatio ine 
dates to around 222—235 CE, and therefore reflects a source in use by Hippo 4 r 
Which would have been roughly contemporaneous with, or even earlier tha à 
the Oxyrhynchus fragments. Attridge rightly advocates caution about i 
ing a different recension of Thomas here in Hippolytus, however: may ici 
that the citation in 1 lippolytus is but a garbled form of saying 4, sone ie 
by Naassene exegesis or by Hippolytus or perhaps by both'5 Lancellotti oci 
draws attention to the different meanings of the saying in Thomas and Hippo y 
tus, commenting that Hippolytus's interest in the interiority of the kingdom is 
not a concern here in the Greek and Coptic texts of СТЬ 4.6 


Freee 

3 Rightly, Ricchuiti, “Tracking Thomas’, 206. | E 
4 Onthis passage, sce further the discussion above in Introduction, $3.1: ‘Named Testimonia. 
5 НМ. Attridge, ‘Appendix: The Greek Fragments; in B. Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex ve 
Volume One (Leiden: Brill, 1989), 113-125 (103), contra Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘El anciano pre 
Buntará al nino’, 528 n. 26. 

M.G. Lancellotti, The Naassenes: A Gnostic Identity among Judaism, Christianity, Classical and 


Ancient Near Eastern Traditions (Forschungen zur Anthropologie und Religionsgeschich e 
35; Münster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2000), 347. 
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Callahan makes the intriguing suggestion that ‘he will live’ in 4.1 be emended 
to ‘he will be revealed’ (quaovawue for quang), partly because it would solidify 
the catchword connection of oyamg across СТЬ 4-5-6, but also because of ће 
'revealing' in the Hippolytus parallel.? This should be rejected, however, since 
the one revealed in Hippolytus is Jesus, whereas the one who ‘lives’ in Thomas 
is the inquiring old man. 

The restoration of the Greek in 4.3 is speculative. Some propose the impossi- 
ble Greek xai [slc yevýcov]ow.®” Attridge's xai [ ic ëv xatavtycou Jaw (cf. Eph. 413) 
is possible.? The suggestion above is offered as an alternative possibility. Since it 
is impossible to know, the interpretation of 4.3 below will rely upon the Coptic. 


Interpretation 


First, we should consider the imagery on the surface. The logic of it is: an old 
man needs to ask a baby because the baby has only come from the place of life 
very recently, whereas the old man is a long way away from it in time (and much 
nearer to death). Although the image has a logic to it, it entails the reversal of 
the social norm according to which children consult their elders (e.g. Deut. 6); 
hence, the last shall be first, and the first shall be last (Mk 10.31/ Matt. 19.30; cf. 
Matt. 20.16/ Lk. 13.30). This saying, however, is not ultimately about reversal, but 
envisages a unification of the opposites (rather than their exchange of status). 
Having acquired knowledge from the baby, the old man gains life and becomes 
the baby's equal. 

The two characters therefore symbolise (i) the disciple who is acquainted 
with the place of life, and (ii) those due to taste death. The point is therefore 
probably that the truth may be sought by others from these ‘children’! There 
Ph cun wwe ids no hint here of an ascending believer confronted by an 

; and asked to give a password in order to pass through to heaven." 


What is evi i i 
evident is at least something of an openness to outsiders (see further 
Introduction, §10.3 above). 


1 A.D. Callahan, 'No Rh 
Я уте or Reason: The Hi i i M ГЇ y 
pne iue. e Hidden Logia of the Gospel of Thomas! НТА до 


8 Нойиѕ,' i з 
А е Паз koptische Thomasevangelium’ (1,32; DeGoniely 58-59; 
im CMS nd ашы The Greek Fragments, 115 (with apparatus) 
C] R " 
fa everria, ‘El anciano preguntará al niño, 522, 531; DeConick, 57. 


A possibility noted (but rejected) by Trevijano Etche 
530-531, associating it with the view that 1 
as probably in Apoc. Paul 22,2330. 


verría, ‘El anciano preguntará al niño’, 
the old man may be the Danielic Ancient of Days, 
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44 A (Co: The) man old in (Co + his) days will not hesitate to ask. Notably, old 
age here is valued negatively, in contrast to the biblical and cultural norm. This 
is a reflex of the use of the baby as a positive symbol. The old man is a symbol 
ofthe person estranged from life, because rather than having just been imbued 
with new life like the baby, he is in decline and heading for death. Leipoldt 
posits a play on words between xuxy and xue-, but since both words are natural 
translations of the Greek, this seems irrelevant.!? 

44 A (Co + little) child. This is the first use in Thomas of child imagery 
to represent the true disciple: here (with the next phrase) the child is spec- 
ified as a baby. Later, followers of the living Jesus are like children in a field 
who strip off their clothes in GTh 21, and suckling infants are like those who 
enter the kingdom in a saying which loosely parallels children with ‘making 
the male and the female one and the same’ (GTh 22). Although the idea of 
children as genderless is not explicit here, there is certainly elsewhere a strong 
sense of the innocence of children, as especially in GTh 37, where the disci- 
ples are like children who take off their clothes. There are various possible 
connotations to the child imagery: newness of life (cf. Barn. 6.11); innocence 
(Papias, LH fr. 15; Herm. [Mand. 2] 27.1), especially sexual innocence; or— 
relatedly—Adamic androgyny.!? Thus far, however, we have not encountered 
any theological depth to the imagery of the child, beyond the fact of the baby's 
proximity to the place, or source, of life. Later, other elements will be added, 
such as the association (albeit loose) of children and asexuality in GTh 22.1- 
5. 

4.1 Seven days old. It is unlikely that the seven-day old child is ‘living in the 
perfect week’, before the fall. It is possible that the reference to a seven-day old 
baby implies that he is not circumcised (with circumcision taking place on the 
eighth day: Gen. 17.12; 21.4; Lev. 12.3; Lk. 1.59; 2.21; Phil. 3.5);55 this qualification 
would then contribute to the anti-Jewish tenor of Thomas (cf. esp- the criticism 
of physical circumcision in GTh 53). Another suggestion is that, on its seventh 
day, the child is at rest, and therefore in possession of the rest in GTh 2.16 More 


12 J. Leipoldt, Das Evangelium nach Thomas: Koptisch und deutsch (Berlin: Akademie, 1967), 
56. 

13 Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘El anciano preguntará al niño’, 530. 

14 Kee, ‘Becoming a Child’, зи; Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘El anciano preguntará al пійо, 526. 

15 M. Marcovich, “Textual Criticism on the Gospel of Thomas, JTS 20 (1969), 53-74 (62). 

16 Implied in Y. Janssens, ‘L’ Évangile selon Thomas et son charactere gnostique, Muséon 75 
(1961), 301-325 (304). 


218 LOGION 4 


probably, the child is simply a very young baby in contrast to the old man, albeit 
with a spiritually perfect age.” 

44 About the place of life. As noted, this perhaps offers the clue to the 
interpretation of this saying, because the baby has recently come from this 
unlike the old man —has fresh experience of 


place of life, and therefore 
it. The theological reference of the place of life is the pre-existent paradisal 
kingdom, from which the elect have come, and to which they shall return (GTh 
19; 49).'* 

44 And he will live. This must refer not to the baby, but to the old man, who, 
having gained wisdom from the child, will now himself escape tasting death. 
The assumption here is that the baby has replied, and instructed the old man.? 
In terms of the outlook of Thomas, this saying appears to reveal a quite positive 
attitude towards outsiders (see Interpretation, and Introduction, § 10.3 above). 
The impression here is that converts are envisaged as coming into the Thomas 
movement. There is not the degree of isolationism as is perhaps implied in a 
few places (e.g. GTh 93). 

4-2 Because many who are first will be last, and the last will be first (om. 
Co). The scenario of an old man (the ‘first’) asking advice of a baby (‘the last’) 
is already a reversal of the norm (e.g. Deut. 6.20: xo £ccot Stav èpwThoy o ó 
vióc gov абрюу Аёүш» ...) to draw attention to the exceptional nature of the 
child or true disciple and his knowledge. This is reinforced by the inclusion 
of the familiar Synoptic aphorism, with the form in Thomas almost identical 
to some of the canonical instances (namely, Mk 10.31; Matt. 19.30; 20.16; Lk. 

13.30). 

4-3 And they will become one. The meaning of the phrase ova оүот (‘one’) 


is debated, especially in Thomas in connection with the term uonaxoc.?? The 
point in 4.3 is not that the 


: characters will become ‘single ones’ or 'solitaries'?! 
(The sense of oya oyayr 


is thus here slightly different from момахос: see 


17 Great Pow. 36,1—12: ‘from the age 
18 Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 29. 
19 Cf. Valentinus, fragment 7: 


of seven days up to one hundred and twenty years: 


E already noted. 
20 For discussion, see У À 
R. Charron, 'À propos des oya oyarr et de la solitude divine dans 


les textes de N. i'i И 
€ Nag Hammadi’ in L. Painchaud & Р-Н. Poirier, eds. Coptica—Gnostica— 


Manichaica: Mélanges 
anicnatca. Mélanges offerts à Wolf-Peter Funk (BCNH 7; Louvain/ Paris: Peeters/ Laval: 
Presses de l'Université Laval, 2006) 


between ova oywr and Honaxoc than 
21 Trevijano Etcheverría, 


109-133: Charron sees slightly more synonymity 
the present commentary. 


| El anciano preguntará al nifio' 534, refers to the reduction of 
duality, especially sexual duality, Grosso, 120, also соп 


HONAXOC, 


ates the senses of oya oywr and 
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Appended Note after GTh 16.) The phrase is also found in 22.4 in a context of 
making two into опе.22 In addition to the parallels noted by Crum and Layton,23 
Jesus and the Father are oya oywr in the Gospel of the Saviour (98,60—62); in 
Mark 10.9, no-one should separate the husband and wife whom God has made 
uova uoyor. (The meaning of ‘single ones’ would be especially inappropriate 
here!) The reference is to the plurality of the collective being resolved into a 
unity. Just as in GTh 22 the traditional dualities of male and female are made 
umoya оүот, so here ‘old’ and ‘young’ are oya оүот. 


22 In GTh 23, the sense is not quite so clear. 


23 See Crum 494a and examples in Layton, Coptic Grammar, 123 ($158). 
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54 Ау: 115: Y[và9t tov ёилрос]|Өєу тйс Stpews соо, xai [tò xexocAuppévoy] 
and соо anoxorvg(O)ycet[ai cov 5.2 où үйр ёс|тіу xpumtdv 8 où qayc[pàv 
yevycetan] xod Өєдоррёуоу 8 of bx ёүгрбусётон. | 


54 Jesus said, (Know the one who is before your face, and [what is hidden] 
from you will be reveal[ed to you. 5.2 For there i]s nothing hidden which will 
not [become] pla[in], 5.3 and buried which [will not be raised)].' 


54 пєхє1с соүазн ne Taro ипекро EBON AYW MEOH EPOK` нло EBON 
HAK 5.2 Hit Aawy rap єҷенгг equaoyane EBor an 


54 Jesus said, ‘Know the one who is before your face, and what is hidden from 


you will be revealed to you. 5.2 For there is nothing hidden which will not be 
revealed." 


Textual Comment 
The Greek of 5.1 is ofte 


is before your face').2 
52.2 (cf. 91) 


п restored yvó6t тд £urpocOev тйс See тоо ('know what 
А personal reference may be more likely in view of GTh 


1 Bibliography for GTh 
l'Histoire des Religions 


l'évangile selon Thomas: Esquiss, d 
s € d'u; 


5: H.-C, Puech, ‘U 


n logion de Jésus sur bandelette funéraire’, Revue de 
147 (1955), 126- 


129, repr. in H.-C. Puech, En Quête de la Gnose, vol. II: Sur 
59-62; W. Schrage, ‘Evangelienzitare | ne interprétation systématique (Paris: Gallimard, 1978), 
evangelium, in W. Eltester, ed. cin den Oxyrhynchus-Logien und im koptischen Thomas- 
1964), 251—268; S.R. Johnson, Pris Festschrift Ernst Haenchen (Berlin: терета 
of Gos. Thom. 5 & 6, Novr ЖА hs idden/ Revealed Saying in the Greek and Coptic Meistens 
Buried That Will Not Be Raiseq» Mo 176—185; A. Luijendijk, '"Jesus says: ‘There Is Nothing 
Context! ZAC 15 (воп), iid Ate-Antique Shroud with Gospel of Thomas Logion 5 in 

b be чи ee isele, Welcher Thomas, 131-149; A. Luijendijk, 'An Orthodox 
Corruption of the Gospel of Thomas: (forthcoming) 


2 See e.g. Attridge, ‘Appendix: The Greek Fragments! T 
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tation in the Oxyrhynchus shroud (fifth-sixth century): Aéyet Inodc¢: ойх ёстіу 
тєдоциёуоу д ox eyepSycétat which probably displays knowledge of Thomas.? 
There may not be any significant theological difference between the Greek and 
Coptic, however, as the reference to raising what is buried need not imply a 
belief in bodily resurrection (despite its later usage, presumably to this effect, 
in the shroud): more probably, it is another image alongside the revelation of 
the hidden (5.1-2/ 6.5) and the uncovering of the covered (6.6). (See further 
comments below.) Johnson's view that 5.3 is a secondary addition—included 
to forge a link with СТЬ 6— is possible, but speculative.* He rightly draws atten- 
tion to the curious fact that Greek GTh 5 is one ‘strophe’ longer than GTh 6 
whereas in the Coptic, the situation is reversed.5 The plus in Greek GTh 5.3 
(and buried which [will not be raised]') corresponds closely to the plus in Cop- 
tic GTh 6.6 ('and nothing covered which will be left without being uncovered"). 
More probable than 5.3 being a secondary addition is that Greek 5.3 was later 
moved to GTh 6.6, rewritten to remove any suspicious sign of a possible refer- 
ence to bodily resurrection.® 


Interpretation 


This saying promises further revelation to the person who knows Jesus. Knowl- 
edge here is characterised not as self-knowledge but as knowledge of an exter- 
nal Jesus, who is nevertheless near (‘in front of your face’). Valantasis sees a ref- 
erence here to the accessibility of the sayings of Thomas to all which is possible, 
but unlikely? An impersonal sense of ‘what is before your face’ in 5.1 is possi- 
ble, however: in this case the reference could be to the kingdom (cf. GTh 113), 
or knowledge. The other main interpretative question is that of whether a lit- 
eral reference to resurrection was intended in the Greek of 5.3. This is unlikely, 
given that a reference to bodily resurrection would be strange paired with the 
aphorism in 5.2, where the point is not the transformation from death to life 
but from hiddenness to visibility. When the true disciple acquires the requisite 
knowledge, the invisible kingdom becomes apparent in all its wonder. 


з SeePuech's discussion in ‘Un logion de Jésus, and En Quête de la Gnose; the latter has a plate. 
A parallel also appears in 1 Keph. 163:28—29. 

Johnson, ‘The Hidden/ Revealed Saying’, 182-184. 

Johnson, "The Hidden/Revealed Saying’, 182. 

See e.g. Puech, “Оп logion de Jésus; 128, on the difficulty. 

Valantasis, 62. This interpretation is odd not least given Valantasis earlier comments about 
the envisaged audience as 'a select group of people' (31, 52-53). 


NOOR 
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5-1 Know the one who is before your face. Understanding Jesus and his revela- 
tion is the precondition for the visionary experience promised in the rest ofthe 
saying (see further GTh 27 on ‘seeing’). A reference to Jesus is more likely than 
something impersonal (see above), and especially than ‘the nature of apparent 
reality’.® 

54 And what is hidden from you will be revealed to you. This aphorism 
probably has a particular meaning in Thomas. What is hidden at present is not 
only the kingdom ‘outside of you' (as in GTh 3), but also the element within, 
the invisible image: this will come into view according to GTh 83-84. It may be 
that the reference is more general.” 

5.2 For there is nothing hidden which will not become plain (Co: be 
revealed). Cf. GTh 6.5; Mk 4.22; Matt. 10.26; Lk. 8.17; 12.2, and looser parallels, 
such as 2 Clem. 16.3. The connection with GTh 6 is not so much a catchword 
link, but a larger thematic connection. The Greek text here is often— probably 
correctly—taken to be dependent upon Luke.!? 

5-3 And buried which will not be raised (om. Co). There are two main 
options for the meaning here: (1) a strong parallel to 5.2, in which case the focus 
is again on revelation, or (2) a soteriological sense of a form of resurrection, 
whether bodily or in some other sense. In the context of GTh 5 as a whole, the 


most likely sense is the revelation of what is hidden: 5.2-3 are the justification 
for the promise in 5b. | 


8 Valantasis, 62. 

9 Hedrick, 27, who sees a promise of insi 

10 See e.g. C.M. Tuckett, "Thomas and t 
Gathercole, Composition, 186-187, 


ght into the true nature of everything. 
he Synoptics; NovT 30 (1988), 132-157 (145-146); 


Logion 6' 


6.1 [£&]ec&touctv airov ofi paltai adtod xod Aé]yovotv: TAC vyoted[copev, 
xoi MHS npocsvEóp |eOa, xai пос [2Аеросоуүу поцооџеу х]ої tl napa- 
pYglopev тєрї тоу Bpwpátw]v; 6.2 Adyet HS [p] PeddeoGe 6.3 xol 8 тї puc-] 
ЕЇТ(Е), ЫЎ] xoteiz[e: 6.4 ött таутх Égmpocev т]йс GAY [s] lic [coco Orcce cot. 
6.5 où ydp gott |v &| n ]Joxexp[uppévov 8 od pavepdv Zotau.] 


6.1 [His disciples] questioned him and [s]aid. ‘How [shall we] fast? [And how 
shall w]e [pray]? And how [shall we give alms? A]nd what [diet shall we] 
observe?’ 6.2 Jesus said, (Do not lie 6.3 and what you hate,] do not do. 6.4 
[Because all things are revealed in the presence of tlhe truth. 6.5 [For there 
is nothing] hid[den which will not be revealed.]' 


6.1 ayxnoyy ñor NETHAONTHE пєҳҳү NAG? XE K'oyaa) ETPÄPNHCTEYE AYO 
EQ TE OE ENAMAHA ENA} EAEHHOCYNH Ayo ENAPNAPATHPEI eoy Rotoyaw! 6.2 
"X6 IC xe Hüpxe сох 6.3 ayw NETETHMOCTE ймоч` Rpaaq 6.4 хе сєбомт 
THPOY EBOA апєыто євол йт(ы)є 6.5 мӣ AAAY TAP єҷент єҷм^оүоме €BOX 
‘an’ 6.6 ay@ мй XA AY €qpoBG EYNAGW OYea)R soang 


6.1 His disciples asked him and said to him, ‘Do you want us to fast? And how 
shall we pray? Shall we give alms? And what diet shall we observe?’ 6.2 Jesus 
said, ‘Do not lie, 6.3 and what you hate, do not do, 6.4 because all things are 
manifest in the presence of the truth. 6.5 For there is nothing hidden which 


will not be revealed, 6.6 and nothing covered which will be left without being 
uncovered.' 


1 Bibliography for GTh 6: S. Giversen, ‘Questions and Answers in the Gospel according to 
Thomas: The composition of pl. 81,14—18 and pl. 8314—27, Acta Orientalia 25 (1960), 332-338: 
R. Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘Las prácticas de piedad en el Evangelio de Tomás (logion 6, 14, 27 y 
104), Salmanticensis 31 (1984), 295-319; P. Sellew, ‘Pious Practice and Social Formation in the 
Gospel of Thomas’, Forum 10 (1994), 47-56; W.R.G. Loader, Jesus’ Attitude Towards the Law 
(WUNT; Tübingen: Mohr, 1997). 492-502; Johnson, “The Hidden/Revealed Saying, 176-185; 
Eisele, Welcher Thomas, 131-149. 
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Textual Comment 


There are impressive similarities between the Greek and Coptic, epic 
correspondences between the the Greek vocabulary in бл and the gend 
Coptic loan-words (uxewruc, piuicreve, VNEH HUE, Priaparupel). eon rà 
also differences. Initially, the Coptic may slightly soften the Greek epit 
т@бш. Thereafter the modifications are perhaps more significant: the Гел 
questions about how to fast, pray and give alms become in the inen eres 
Coptic questions about whether or not to do these things at all. The 
questions are probably the earlier versions, both be rom 
but also because the disciples' questions tend not to be so radical in 7) 0 E 
even if Jesus’ answers often are. There is an example in 6.1 of the со, e 
guage's preference for asyndeton (see Introduction, $ 2.1, above): the xat be um 
the reference to almsgiving does not have a direct equivalent in the va n 
The same is again true if the restoration [xai Ad] youcw is correct. СТЬ 6.4 PS 
an interesting divergence (the Coptic reads Anero євох tirne, i.e. ‘in the aed 
ence of heaven') which can be emended: the Greek's ‘truth’ perhaps beco ps 
the Coptic's ‘heaven’ by &x6eo + тнє > тпе,2 Since the Greek does not een e 
equivalent of 6.6, the Coptic is either an expansion, or the text has fallen i n 
the Greek. As noted above on GTh 5, probably more likely is that Greek 5-3 en 
been moved to GTh 6.6, and revised perhaps to remove possible reference 
resurrection. It may well be that there has been 


later which has led to the questions in GTh 6.1 
direct answers in GTh 14.3 


5 ]ier, 
cause the text is ear!ie» 


or 
а displacement of text here el 

o 
being separated from the m 


Interpretation 


Here the disciples ask 
giving, a traditional c 


(cf. e.g. Tob. 12.8; Matt. 
unclean foods.4 


GTh 14), here Jes 


s- 
questions about the trio of fasting, prayer and "i 
ombination in both early Jewish and Christian рї 


з а 
- 64-18; 2 Clem. 16.4), and about the topic of clean an 


. іп 
Rather than explicitly condemning the trio (as happens ! 


eb se 
us deflects the questions, probably thereby relativising the 


— 
DeConick, 65; Plisch, 5o. 


Giversen, ‘Questions and Answers’, 


— rayer, 
2 Clement interestingly grades these three traditional elements: 'fasting is better than p 
almsgiving better than both’ ( 


š i edi- 
16.4), though this apparent downgrading of prayer is imm 
ately qualified. 


LOGION 6 225 
practices.5 Traditional Jewish and Jewish-Christian piety which consists of fast- 
ing, prayer, almsgiving and kosher eating should be rejected in favour of a sim- 
ple, two-part moral code about words and deeds, involving an approximation 
to the ninth commandment and the golden rule in its negative form. The moti- 
vation to this ethical living is grounded in the omniscience of the divine or 
in the future revelation of deeds (6.4-6). GTh 6 (in conjunction with 14) thus 
belongs in a group of sayings critical of the institutions and customs of tradi- 
tional Judaism, and of the strands of Christianity which inherited those insti- 
tutions and customs from Judaism (cf. OT Scripture in GTh 52; circumcision 
in 53, the temple in 71; perhaps ritual washing in 8g). As a result, the Thomas 
Movement is quite different in character from some other contemporaneous 
manifestations of Christianity, See further the discussion of GTh 14 below. 

Loader raises the interesting question of how much Thomas reflects contact 
between the Thomas movement and Judaism. He notes that ‘a comparatively 
large number of the sayings reflect contact with Judaism and Jewish themes; 
but that ‘the encounter with Judaism has taken place in association with Jewish 
Christianity. GTh 6 places the questions not on the lips of non-Christian 
Jewish opponents, but in the mouths of the disciples, and so it is probably 
Correct to see this as an intra-Christian debate. Loader's language of ‘contact’ 
and ‘encounter’ is also wisely left vague. 


Notes 


6.1 His disciples questioned (Co: asked) him and said (Co: + to him). Cf. 
other sayings introduced by a question, request or statement from the disciples 
collectively (СТЬ 6, 12, 18, 20, 24, 37, 43, 5L 52, 53, 91 99) 100, 104, 113; cf. 21, 60, 
72, 79, 114). 

6.1 How shall we (Co: Do you want us to) fast? Here the disciples' question 
reflects diversity of opinion about fasting (cf. Did. 8.1; see further discussion 
in GTh 27). In Hermas, the procedure for fasting is quite complex (Herm. 54 
[Sim. 5.1].5-8; 56 [Sim. 5.3]). As noted above, the Coptic has probably made the 
disciples’ question more radical. 

6.1 And how shall we pray? The disciples’ question here might reflect the 
question that triggers the Lord's prayer in Luke 11.1 (‘Lord, teach us to pray ...), as 


5 бкл 37: 'the saying neither rejects nor advocates these practices, but rather it prob- 
ematizes ...'; Hedrick, 28: Jesus ‘dismisses ritual acts as of no consequence’; cf. Plisch, 50. 
6 Loader, Jesus' Attitude Towards the Law, 502. 
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well as questions about frequency and contents of prayer e.g. in Didache 82-3; 
Hermas 9 Vis. 31].6—7. The shocking response given to this question later in 
GTh 14 is that prayer leads to condemnation. 

6.1 And how (om. Co) shall we give alms? In some contexts almsgiving goes 
hand in hand with fasting (sec e.g. on GTh 69.2 below). For one example of 
the mechanism of almsgiving, see 1Cor. 16.172; see further the notes on 274 
below. 

6.1 And what diet shall we observe? This lies outside the traditional trio ear- 
lier in 6.1, and in GTh 14.1-3, but it is addressed in 14.45. For those who see 
the Thomas movement as vegetarian (see notes below on GTh 7 and 14), or 
as in contact or controversy with Judaism, this is a live question; the matter is 
also treated in Barnabas 10, however, where there seems to be little controversy 
among the addressees. It is possible that oa» in tioi()oycon makes а catch- 
word link with СТЬ 7. 

6.2 Do not lie. On this standard prohibition, cf. Exod. 20.16. The ethical 
coverage in Jesus’ reply is wide, including words here in 6.2 and actions in what 
follows in 6.3, although both are negative. 

6.3 And what you hate, do not do. I.e. ‘What you hate other people doing to 
you, do not do’ This second element of Jesus’ response is the so-called ‘negative 
form' ofthe 'golden rule' (in its positive form, whatever you wish others would 
do to you, do to them; as in e.g. Matt. 7.12). DeConick focuses on the Syrian 
connections of this negative form (it is attested in the Acts of Thomas), but 
Hannah notes that it spans a variety of early Jewish and Christian literature 
in different languages.7 

6.4 Because all things are revealed (Co: manifest) in the presence of the 
truth (Co: heaven). We now move to the motivation for the actions in 6.2-3. 
There is some ambiguity in the timing of the manifestation: the Greek is 
eap in de Copfis verb is stative, and thus tenseless.? The plain sight of 
suggested by d A n the present, or it may be in a future event (as perhaps 

uture tenses in 6.5-6). In the latter case, the future event 
would presumably relate to the ‘judgme 


cosmos in GTh 11 and 1m. The reference is probably not to an ‘opening of the 
books’ in which every deed is г 


evealed, but here to an all-seeing divine realm. 


nt scene' in GTh 57.4, and end of the 


7 DeConick, 63; D.D. Hannah, Epistula Apostolorum (OECG'T; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 


forthcoming), and О.А. deSilva, Introducing the Apocrypha (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2004), 83; 
cf. also R.H. Connolly, 'A Negative Golden Rule in the Syriac Acts of Thomas’, JTS 36 (1935), 


353-356. See e.g. Tob. 4.15; Ac. 15.20, 29 D; Did. 1.2; Aristides, Apol. 15 (Gk & Syr.); Theophilus, 
Autolyc. 2.34. 


в On this, see Layton, Coptic Grammar, 435 ($525, and Table 29). 
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6.5 For there is nothing hidden which will not be revealed. Cf. GTh 5.2 (see 
comment above ad loc.); also Mk 4.22; Matt. 10.26; Lk. 8.17; 12.2. In GTh 6 here, 
this aphorism is simply the negative flipside of the positive statement in 6.4. 
Hedrick's observation that this could refer to the enlightened disciple's vision 
into the human soul is perhaps unnecessarily speculative.? 

6.6 (Co + And nothing covered which will be left without being uncov- 
ered.) This is apparently synonymous with 6.5, still reinforcing negatively the 
positive image in 6.4. 


9 Hedrick, 29. 
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74 ... [ua ]x&pi(oc] gore [... ... ] xai ёст[...... iel 
7-1... [Bl]ess[ed] is [... ... ] and ... is [...]- 


: r га) NTE пмоүє 
7-1 EXE IC OYMAKAPIOC пе пноүе п^є ETE EIPODHE€ NAOYOHY àY ОЗҮ 
ге rel HAOY 
Gyeorie PP@ne 7.2 aya «quur not MPWHE HAEL ETE пноүє t Y 
(ripaoue) nawwne (Anoye) 


; ion becomes 
74 Jesus said, ‘Blessed is the lion which the man eats, and the lio. 


7 ; > becomes 
man. 7.2 And cursed is the man whom the lion eats and the (man) 
(lion)? 


Textual Comment 


The first half of 7.1 is the only section of the Greek which can Ви 
useful information, and itis not worthwhile to try to reconstruct whatremal : 
What survives is compatible with the Coptic, and indeed there is o 

match between the one Greek loan word HAKAPIOC and the tome of x 
IV 654 at the same point (Гио]харцос̧]). The first part of 7.2 survives in Gre 

in Didymus the Blind: 
however, 
forthe in 


parallel, 


oval, yàp, xà dvOpdrreo öv фбүєтоц Аёшу.® In practice, 
we are completely dependent upon the Coptic version of Jpn 
terpretation. Some Scholars, even without knowledge of the Didymus 
proposed an emendation in 7.2b from ayw mMoyel м^азопє Рромеє to 
1 Bibliography for GTh 7: HM. 

Creator and the Platonic Tradit, 


D. Lührmann, 'Die Geschichte 
gen bei Didym 


Jackson, The Lion Becomes Man: The Gnostic Leontomorphic 
ion (SBL Dissertation Series 81; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1985); 


- 7). НТК 99 (2006), 355—359; A. Crislip, 'Lion and Human 
gion 7', JBL 126 (2007), 595-613; C. Losekam, ‘Der Lówe im Menschen 


(Léwe-Mensch-Léwe)—EvThom 7. in R. Zimmermann, ed. Kompendium der Gleichnisse. Jesu 
(Gütersloh: Gütersloher Verlagshaus, 2007), 863-867. 


2 Gathercole, "Proposed Rereading of Р.Оху, 654: 


3 See Lührmann, ‘Geschichte von einer Siinderin’ 312-316. Edition in M. Gronewald, Didymus 


ger inde чайпай, vol. ү (Papyrologische Texte und Abhandlungen 12; Bonn: 
Habelt, 1970), 138—140. 
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«үа промє naaxprie Anoye (from ‘and the lion becomes man’ to ‘and the man 
becomes lion’),* which is made a near certainty by Didymus's introduction 
to 7.2a with the words: ‘But if ever a rational and rationally inclined man 
(&0ротос̧) is nourished by some savage-hearted wild man or wicked force, he 
becomes a lion (yivetat Аёшу)'.5 


Interpretation 


Bruce clarifies the literal meaning of GTh 7: ‘The point of this seems to be that 
a lion, if eaten by a man, is ennobled by rising in the scale of being, whereas a 
man, if eaten by a lion, is degraded to a lower status than was originally his ....6 
This, however, only scratches the surface of what is (perhaps along with GTh 
42) the most enigmatic of all sayings in Thomas. There have been four main 
approaches to it. 


(1) First, Jackson argues for multiple backgrounds in the Bible (especially the 
Psalms), Platonism and Gnosticism,’ with the result that the lion in GTh 
7 symbolises 'the body's ravenous appetites which threaten to devour the 
spiritual man and bury him in the material world; or again, ‘the roaring, 
ravenous appetites of the flesh, especially those for its generation, that 
constantly threaten to devour the spiritual тап’ The beatitude in 7.1 refers 
to the way in which 'the ferocity of the leontomorphic demiurge can be 
mollified' when the passions are brought under control; the curse comes 
upon man when it is the appetites which take control!? Crislip makes 
two criticisms of this view, namely that Jackson's position depends on a 
'gnosticising interpretation' of the saying, which is unnecessary, and also 


4 See e.g. A. Guillaumont, H.-C. Puech, G. Quispel, W. Till & Y. ‘Abd al Masih, eds. The 
Gospel according to Thomas: Coptic Text Established and Translated (Leiden: Brill, 1959), 
4; Leipoldt, Evangelium nach Thomas, 57; Nordsieck, 51; DeConick, 66. Plisch, 51, retains 
the text as it stands. 

5 See the full text and translation of the relevant passage below. 

6 F.F. Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins outside the New Testament (London: Hodder and 
Stoughton, 1974), 115. 

7 I follow here in part the helpful taxonomy of Crislip. 

8 Jackson, Lion Becomes Man, esp. 43, 45 (Psalms), 181 (Psalms and Gnosticism), and 184 on 
the NH text of Plato. 

9 Jackson, Lion Becomes Man, 176, 183. 

10 Jackson, Lion Becomes Man, 211. 
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(3) 


(4) 
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that Jackson's link with the account of the soul in the Nag Hammadi text of 
2 ic is :опуіпсіпр.!! | 
з E еы Раа <i namely the сайпеепоп и 
and the demiurge, is brought to the fore in Baarda's еси ын 
identifies the lion as the demiurge, and argues that for атар {һер 
who knows himself is higher than that creator god in status.!? — 
One of Valantasis's suggested inferpretatkans dtes Tun sena ibat 
principally in taking the reference to ‘cating ii шешшу Мени: 
this saying is critical of the sustained practice of eating - see ee 
absorbing the flesh of animals, the human being becomes su раш о 
'the lower rungs of the hierarchy of being. As a result, ше а im 
a programme of ascetical fasting. Crislip makes the valid criticism, 10 tn 
that it would be odd to speak of meat-cating in terms of eating lions, wi 
was hardly regular practice.!5 
Most ibd, Ер has proposed that the saying is about the vine 
tion, and sets the statement in the context of early Christian disenssion 
of the destiny of the righteous who have been eaten by animals. The ne 
guage of lion eating man would, Crislip argues, suggest to the reader 0 


г asa 
hearer the question of what would happen to the man (understood as à 
Christian).!5 The answe 


г, in keeping with patristic discussions of people 
who have been eaten, i 


s that the man will nevertheless participate in the 


à die e 
resurrection. Indeed, the lion which the man eats is blessed (73) 7 
in being absorbed into the human being, the lion also participates in the 
resurrection! There are problems he 


re as well, however. First, Crislip com- 
ments that the lion eaten by man ist 


blessed ‘especially given the rarity with 
might happen’!” But this is a weakness 
gth. Macarisms do not usually deal with 


Which such a dietary circumstance 
intheargument, rather than astren 


SS 


11 


Crislip, ‘Lion and H 
T. Baarda, “The Gospel of Thomas; PIBA 26 (2003), 46-65 (49). 
Valantasis, 65. 
Valantasis, 65. 
Crislip, 


uman, 600—603, 


‘Lion and Human’, 604. 
Crislip, ‘Lion and Human’, 607. 

Crislip, ‘Lion and Human’, 608, R. 
170-180 (170), remarks rs to the medicinal eating of lion 


Gospel of Thomas’ in F.L. Cross, ed. Studia 
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situations of such extreme rarity. It would seem odd to discuss in this way a 
circumstance which no reader would have encountered. Secondly, there is 
the serious problem that the man eaten by the lion is cursed in 7.2, rather 
than included in the resurrection. Crislip's solution is to appeal to the fact 
that Jesus in Gal. 3.13 is cursed, and that he was also resurrected.!5 But this 
seems far-fetched, requiring readers to fill in a lot of logical blanks to get 
to this sense. The author could hardly expect a reader reasonably to see 
‘cursed’ but think ‘destined to be resurrected’, Thirdly, Crislip claims that 
his interpretation clarifies the use of the ‘lion’, because it links with patris- 
tic use of Daniel 6, in which Daniel is thrown to the lions. But the problem 
here should be obvious: the whole point of the story is that Daniel is not 
eaten, whereas the man in GTh 7.2 is. 


Overall, the most likely interpretation is a chastened version of the view of 
Jackson.!? Crislip is correct that the saying is not necessarily Gnostic (in the 
sense employed in this commentary: see Introduction, ‘Appended Note: Is 
Thomas "Gnostic"?, above), but his criticism of Jackson's appeal to the Platonic 
background is not decisive: Jackson refers to a great number of other sources 
in addition to Plato.2° The saying should still be understood as the warning of 
the threat of passionate appetites: 7.1—it is good when a person controls these 
appetites, but, 7.2— disastrous when one succumbs to them.?! One important 
piece ofevidence for this was unknown to Jackson and not referred to by Crislip. 
(Itwas published by Lührmann in 1990.) This is the use ofa version ofthe saying 
by Didymus the Blind (discussed in the treatment of the text above), who also 
takes the point of being consumed by the lion as being consumed by savagery 
or wildness or irrationality: 


. having been [fed] by the teacher, and having become his nourishment, 
he will not be a lion. Therefore blessed is he, and he is blessed not because 
he is a lion but because he has become a man. But if ever a rational and 
rationally inclined man is nourished by some savage-hearted wild man or 


18 Crislip, ‘Lion and Human, 609. 

19 Asapproximately in Losekam, ‘Der Löwe im Menschen; 866, for whom the lion represents 
‘die negativen, gottfernen Dinge’, in conflict with the man, viz. ‘die Gottesnahe, where the 
sense is neither narrowly sexual, and certainly not sacramental, 

20 See also e.g. the Teaching of Silvanus, where the bestial life is associated with the ‘fires 
of fornication’ (105,2-10, 26-32). In Authoritative Teaching, the ‘man-eaters' are demons 
subjecting people to temptation (29,17—30,25). 

21 Similarly, Gartner, Theology of the Gospel of Thomas, 163; Ménard, 88. 
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р bi ИР 
wicked force, he becomes a lion, and such a person is wretched, for: “Woe 
to the man whom the lion eats.”22 

(Commentary on Psalms 3161-4) 


Here we have another use of not just similar imagery, but the same saying, 
in which the lion refers to 'some savage-hearted wild man or wicked ER 
The majority view, according to which the lion in GTh 7 symbolises the bodily 


passions,*# is almost certainly correct, though it is possible that the meaningis 
evil influences in a wider sense.?4 


Notes 


7-1 Blessed is the lion which the man eats, and the lion becomes man. This 
is the first of eleven beatitudes in Thomas: СТЬ 7; 18; 19; 49; 54; 58; 68; 69.1; 


69.2; 79.2; 103.25 GTh 794 is excluded from this list 


as it is not spoken by Jesus; 
similarly, 


79.3 is attributed by Jesus to others. This first half communicates the 
point that the best situation for the lion,?® i.e. 
by the man. It is possible that oyou in both С 
Раме, however, is such a common word i 
GTh 7 and 8 is probably not significant. 
7-2 And cursed is the man whom the lion eats 
In contrast to the number of macarisms, 
Thomas; the woes in GTh 102 and n2 ha 
the milder ‘wretched’ formula in GTh 87). 
doomed is the person wh 
and is taken over by orid 


the passions, is to be subdued 
Th 6-7 forges a catchword link; 
n Thomas that its appearance in both 


and the man becomes lion. 
this is the only ‘cursed’ formula in 
ve a very similar tone, however (cf. 
This latter half makes the point that 
© is consumed by his appetites (‘whom the lion eats’) 
entified with those passions (‘becomes lion’). 


22 For the text, 7 

P ex See Gronewald, Didymos der Blinde. Psalmenkommentar V, 138-140: [pwe] 
Опо тоб 8iBacyd ou voi Трофі оўтой Үєүєуујцёуос̧ o 
xal ра[харі& ето oby ött Муу ёстіу, Ф Bar &%р 
xat ħoyixôç моо [резо] ba ©робоцоу ttvàc бурі 
ylvetou Ade xal т@Хас ёс[ху 4 To)tobto¢. “oy Е 
2з DeConick, 67. = 


24 Thus Nordsieck, 52. 


Fora brief discussion of th i 

> : Hd e beatitudes in Thomas, see D.W. Kim, ‘What Shall We Do? The 

/ommunity Rules of Thomas in the «ру 5 

Th и © “Fifth Gospel”', Biblica 88 (2007), 393-414 (406-410). 

€ argument in Hofius, ‘Das ko ti Й 

that А АБД Ptische Thomasevangelium' (1), 35 n. 54, and 41—42 n. 72, 

нота means something like ‘corpse’ from the stem моү, is very unlikely given (a) the 
Greek Didymus parallel adduced by Lührmann, and (b) the lack of attestation of a form 
of moy with the additional letters, 


Ox dota Аёшу. 8tà тобто poxdpids тт» 
отсос yéyovev. el é note &уӨротос̧ Aoyuxóc 
ov avOpmrou ў movnpac Suvdvews BowGeln, 
Yap “TO dvOpdrtw öv pdyerat héwv’, 
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8.1 жү nexay Xe ENPWHE ттм ayoy@ee PPHÄZHT пає, RTAPNOYXG 
ATEYABM ECOAAACCA ACK MHOC єрРрадї РН OAAACCA ECME? їттвт^ AKoyet 8.2 
Repal ipurroy хчрє хүңос NTBT ENANOYY R61 noyope PPHÄLHT 8.3 AYNOYXE 


NNKOYEl THpOY твт EBOX e[ ie ]cuT eo3Xaces AGCMTT Annos NTBT XOPIC 
gice 8.4 NETEOYH nixa xe uoy ECMOTH мАрєтсоти 


1 Bibliography for СТЬ 8: C.-H. Hunzinger, "Unbekannte Gleichnisse Jesu aus dem Thomas- 
Evangelium, in W. Eltester, ed. Judentum, Urchristentum, Kirche: Festschrift für Joachim 
Jeremias (BZNW 26; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1960), 209-220 (217-220); W. Schrage, Das 
Verháltnis des Thomas-Evangeliums zur synoptischen Tradition und zu den Koptischen Evan- 
gelienübersetzungen: Zugleich ein Beitrag zur gnostischen Synoptikerdeutung (BZNW; Berlin: 
Tépelmann, 1964), 37- 42; J.B. Bauer, “The Synoptic Tradition in the Gospel of Thomas, in 
EL. Cross, ed. Studia Evangelica II (TU 88; Berlin: Akademie, 1964), 314-317; P. Nagel, ‘Die 
Parabel vom klugen Fischer in Thomasevangelium von Nag Hammadi} in R. Stiehl & H.E. Stier, 
eds. Beiträge zur Alten Geschichte und deren Nachleben. FS Franz Altheim (Berlin: De Gruyter, 
1969), 518-524; A. Lindemann, "Zur Gleichnisinterpretation im Thomas-Evangelium, ZNW 
71 (1980), 214-243 (216-219); W.G. Morrice, ‘The Parable of the Dragnet and the Gospel of 
Thomas, ExpT 85 (1983-1984), 269-273; T. Baarda, '"Chose" or “Collected”: Concerning an 
Aramaism in Logion 8 of the Gospel of Thomas and the Question of Independence, HTR 
84 (1991), 373-397: T. Baarda, “The Parable of the Fisherman in the Heliand: The Old Saxon 
Version of Matthew 13:47—50', Amsterdamer Beiträge zur älteren Germanistik 36 (1992). 39- 
58; T. Baarda, ‘Philoxenus and the Parable of the Fisherman: Concerning the Diatessaron 
Text of Mt 13,47-50^ in F. van Segbroeck, et al., eds. The Four Gospels 1992: Festschrift Frans 
Neirynck (BETL 100; Leuven: Peeters, 1992), 1403-1423; T. Baarda, ‘Clement of Alexandria and 
the Parable of the Fisherman: Matthew 13, 47-48 or Independent Tradition?, in C. Focant, 
ed. The Synoptic Gospels: Source Criticism and the New Literary Criticism (BETL 110; Leuven: 
Peeters, 1993), 582—598; R. Cameron, 'Myth and History in the Gospel of Thomas, Apocrypha 
8 (1997), 193-205 (199-202); Zóckler, Jesu Lehren im Thomasevangelium, 138144; Liebenberg, 
Language of the Kingdom, 267-275; J. Liebenberg, "Io Know How to Find, To Find without 
Knowing: Wisdom in the Gospel of Thomas: HTS 59 (2003), 102-109; S.J. Patterson, ‘The Para- 
ble of the Catch of Fish: A Brief History (On Matthew 13:47-50 and Gospel of Thom 8), in 
L. Painchaud & P.-H. Poirier, eds. Colloque internationale: *L'Évangile selon Thomas ef les 
textes de Nag Hammadi” Québec, 29-31 mai 2003 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 363-376: E.E. Pop- 
kes, ‘Der wühlerische Fischer—EvThom 8’, in R. Zimmermann, ed. Kompendium 61 
ichnisse Jesu (Gütersloh: Gütersloher Verlagshaus, 2007), 868-872; M. Grosso, "Irasmissione 
e ricezione della parabola del pescatore (Vangelo secondo Tommaso 81-3); in M. Pesce & 
M. Rescio, eds. La trasmissione delle parole di Gesù nei primi tre secoli (Brescia: Morcelliana, 
2011), 101—118. 
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8.1 And he said, ‘The man is like a wise fisherman, who cast his net into the 
sea. He pulled it up from the sea full of small fish. 8.2 Among them the wise 
fisherman found a good, large fish. 8.3 He cast all the little fish out i[n]to the 
sea, and he chose the large fish without being troubled. 8.4 He who has ears 
to hear, let him hear.’ 


Textual Comment 


Plisch may be correct that the introduction, "The man is like ...' is a textual 
corruption of an earlier form, ‘The kingdom is like ...? 


Interpretation 


This is the first of 14 parables in Thomas, of which are paralleled in the Synop- 
tic Gospels (GTh 8; 9; 20; 57; 63; 64; 65; 76; 96; 107; 109), and three of which are 
unique (21; 97; 98).? This parable is found, in a quite different form, in Matthew 
(Matt. 13.47—48), and there are other parallels in early Christian literature,* and 
in fable traditions.5 There are two main options for the interpretation of the 


2 Plisch, 53. 
3 The literature on the parables in Thomas is enormous. See, for example, 


Gleichnisinterpretation'; C.L. Blomberg, 


Gospel of Thomas’, in D. Wenham, ed. Jesus Tradition outside the Gospels (Sheffield: JSOT, 
1984), 177-205; C.H. Hedrick, Parables as Po 


MA: Hendrickson, 1994): see esp. the 


Lindemann, 'Zur 
Tradition and Redaction in the Parables of the 


etic Fictions: The Creative Voice of Jesus (Peabody, 
helpful synopsis of Thomas's parables and those in the 


Liebenberg, Language of the Kingdom and Jesus; Zimmermann, 
ed. Kompendium der Gleichnisse Jesu, 851—031. 


Some parallels have given rise to a view that early Christian 
the parable like that of Thomas; the 


NT Gospels on pp. 252-253; 


authors were aware of a version of 


a Parallels are not especially close, however. (i) In the case of 
: ement (Strom. 13.16.3; 6.11.95.3), there are numerous differences. Bauer, ‘Synoptic Tradition, 
315-316, nevertheless, considers that Si 


Hos from. 1.1.16.3 is quoting a proverb also drawn upon by 
cin ет between Philoxenus and Thomas аге negligible. (iii) Similarly, the 

at it is not likely to contain significant parallels of relevance to the second 
century. (iv) The Epitaph of Abercius has Christ as the huge fish: (80v ӧлә түүс ravyeyé8n 
ха$арбу (lines 13-14). (v) Authoritative Teaching (VI 29,3-30,25) is quite different. Here, the 
righteous are the fish trapped in nets cast by the adversary. See on the Clement parallels, 
Baarda, "Clement of Alexandria and the Parable of the Fisherman’, and Grosso, "Trasmissione 
€ ricezione, 109—115. 


5 Eg. Babrius, Fable 4 (Perry 282), which is entirely different, because it states that being a 
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parable. (1) It is possible that this is a parable about divine election: the selec- 
tion of the one great fish and the discarding of the many others could be seen 
as aligning with the statement about divine election in GTh 23 (‘I shall choose 
you, one out of a thousand ...').^ This interpretation of the parable is unlikely, 
however. The parable is quite different from its parallel in Matthew, where God 
is the fisherman (Matt. 13.47 50), nor do the other extra-biblical parallels shed 
much light on the meaning in Thomas.’ (2) There are three reasons in particular 
for seeing the parable, as most scholars do, rather as about the human choice 
of the kingdom. 

First, this interpretation is in line with the similar parables elsewhere in 
Thomas, namely the parables of the pearl, and of the lost sheep:* 


GTh 8 GTh 76 GTh 107 
Principal actor: wise fisherman shrewd merchant shepherd 
Action: fishing/ finding — finding/ buying searching/ finding 
Precious possession: а fish pearl alone one sheep 
Quality of the one: large [unfailing, enduring]? largest 
Alternative: small fish rest of merchandise ninety-nine 
Treatment of these: thrown back sold left behind 


These three are very similar in structure, then, and the parable of the pearl is 
clearly explained as a parable of discipleship. 

A second reason for taking the parable this way is the introduction: ‘The man 
is like ..... While this may be the result ofa textual corruption of a more original 


little fish is advisable, since one can literally ‘slip through the net’ and thus avoid danger, 
unlike great people who are constantly in danger. See B.E. Perry, Fables: Babrius and Phaedrus 
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1965), 8-9. 

6 Montefiore & Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists, 55, averring that the large fish is the 
‘true gnostic’. Grant & Freedman, 127, offer both the ‘divine’ and ‘human’ interpretations 
as possibilities; DeConick, 68 (following Quispel), remarks that the interpretation of the 
fisherman as Jesus probably became more prominent in the later development of Thomas. 

т The most widely discussed parallel is that in Clement, Strom. 6.11.95.3, where there isa similar 
focus on ‘the man. The similarity is not especially strong, however, since the distinctive 
feature of Thomas, namely the choice of a single fish, does not appear there. 

8 Hunzinger, ‘Unbekannte Gleichnisse Jesu; 217-220, and Lindemann, ‘Gleichnisinterpreta- 
tion’, 216-219, interpret along the same lines as the parable of the precious pearl. 

9 This description features in the explanation of the parable. 
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"The kingdom of heaven is like a man ...', as it stan 
ideal human being. The subject is not any pe 
of comparison is the wise fisherman.!? 67" 

Thirdly, it may already be possible that there is some christological "is is 
icance to the ‘large fish’. In the second-century Epitaph of Abercius, Chris i 
likened to a ‘huge fish’ (lines 13-14).!! On the other hand, this final reason m E 
not be so decisive, as there are various possibilities for the meaning of the larg 
fish (see notes on 8.3 below). — 

In sum, the most likely interpretation of the parable is that the focus gm 
the human necessity of choosing the kingdom of God, and not only that, 


-n GTh 76 
also ridding oneself of any competing allegiances, as in the parallels in GTh7 
and 107.12 


o the 
ds, the parable refers t oit 
rson in general, because the p 


8.1 The man is like a wise fisherman, who cast his neti 


ars have seen here a theology of the ideal “Man” (in a cosmic, Adamic В 
Since the parable is introduced with ‘man’ rather than the kingdom," but gos 
not supported by Thomas elsewhere. Cameron emphasises the wisdom of é 
fisherman here, which will be fully apparent later in 8.3. The net here is a drag 
net, as in Matthew's parable and the Aesopic fable (Babrius 4 = Perry 282). The 


$ я А Th 
introduction with the word pane is probably not an intentional link with G 
7, because the Word is so common. 


81-2 He Pulled it up from the sea full of small fi : 
fisherman found a good, large fish. The contrast of ‘small’ уз. ‘good, large 
t that the choice which the disciple makes is a good one. 
ct that what marks out the lost sheep in GTh 107 is that 


MN 
19 Plisch 59, Е 
x i T igin o 
1 CE. Tertullian, Bapt. 1. Still valuable as a survey of the evidence is С.В. Morey, ‘The ge n 
the Fish Symbor Princeton Theological Review 8 (1910), 93-106, 231-246, 401-432; 9 (19 
268-280; 10 


Grosso, ‘Trasmissio 
13 Grant & Freedm: 


i " irection 
14 — Cameron, Myth and History, 199-202, though perhaps pushing it too far in the direc 


ridge it of 
of Greek ‘cunning’ (ийт); the focus of the parable seems to lie more in his discernmer 
the one reat fish. 


15 Matthew and Aesop both have ca 
as Opposed to ane, a casting net 


ne e ricezione’, 109. 
an, 126; Hedrick, 31. 


yn. Crum, 2, notes that asw means a dragnet (= cay) 
(= 8бстооу, &нФ!ВАттроу). 
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it is the largest and most beloved sheep. wee in both GTh 8 and 9 may be an 
intentional catchword connection. 

8.3 He cast all the little fish out into the sea. At risk of over-extending the 
allegory in this parable, the disciple here is depicted as giving up attachments 
to worldly privileges and desires. 

8.3 And he chose the large fish. The reference in the ‘fish’ could be to knowl- 
edge,!6 or Jesus himself!” other more speculative ideas have been proposed. 
A more general reference to the kingdom and knowledge is perhaps more likely 
than a specific reference to Jesus. 

8.3 Without being troubled." Here, the fisherman, without pain, without a 
pang of regret, threw all the small fry back into the sea and kept the one.?? The 
phrase therefore emphasises the indifference which the disciple has towards 
the allures of the world which compete with discipleship: true disciples will 
not feel pain turning their backs on what others cherish. Morrice comments 
that the message of the parable in Thomas is the joy of discovery which must 
be accompanied by great sacrifice, but the point of the phrase xappic 2106 is that 
it does not feel to the disciple like a great sacrifice?! One might draw a contrast 
here with the rich man when he heard the demands of discipleship in Mark 
10.22: ‘upset at this saying, he went away grieving’ The wise fisherman has the 
opposite experience. Another possibility is that the sense is without toil’ (cf. 
Philo, Imm. 91-92), in which case the contrast is with those who think that 
the discovery of the truth only comes with great labour (see Clement Strom. 
1116.3). This would not fit well with Thomas's employment of labour elsewhere, 
however, except perhaps as a parallel to the ‘easy yoke’ in GTh go. 


16 — Lindemann, ‘Gleichnisinterpretation, 218; Popkes, ‘Der wühlerische Fischer, 871-872- 

17 Plisch, 54- 

18 Ер, Liebenberg (‘Know How to Find’, 109) who sees this parable, like GTh 109, as about 
finding revelation in the mundane. He underestimates the allegorical dimension. Valan- 
tasis, 67, has ‘themselves and the truth’ as the ultimate things to be found by the reader. 
A bizarre interpretation is found in H. Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels: Their History 
and Development (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 1990), 104: "Thomas has pre- 
served the intent of the wisdom parable better than Matthew: it is а wisdom parable, told 
about the discovery of one's own destiny .... Hedrick, 31, also highlights the theme of wis- 
dom. Grosso, 127, is right to note that the parable is more than sapiential, however and 
DeConick, 68, notes the crucial point that wisdom is not the object of the search. 

19  Onaice, see P. Nagel, ‘Das Gleichnis vom zerbrochenen Krug. EvThom Logion эт, ZNW 92 

(2001), 229-256 (244—256). 

Bauer, ‘Synoptic Tradition in the Gospel of Thomas, 315, has ‘without regret, though this 

isalittle weak as a translation. 


20 


21 Morrice, ‘Parable of the Dragnet’, 272. 
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8.4 He who has ears to hear, let him hear. This is the first instance of 


22 
з : concentrated in Thomas than elsewhere: 
it appears (not always in exactly the same form) in GTh 8, 21, 24, 63, 65 and 


96.7? In five out of the six cases, it is appended to parabolic material: GTh 
24 is unusual in that the formula introduces an image. The phrase does not 
necessarily mean that the accompanying m ! 

rest, or more mysterious than the 


this phrase, which is much more 


ut , e 
aterial is more important than th 
Г : rest; it does tend to follow sayings in Thomas 
which are especially amenable to alle 


£orical interpretation, however (GTh 8 
21; 65; 96). 


E RENE 


22 In addition to the parallels in the Synoptics (Mk 4.9, 23; Matt. 11.15; 13.9; Lk. 8.8; 14.35) and 
Revelation (2.7, 11, 17, 29; 3.6, 13, 22; 13.9), see also Gos. Mary 810-1. For further parallels, 
see Ménard, 90-91. 


23 See discussion in J.N. Birdsall, ‘Luke ХП. 16 ff. and the Gospel of Thomas’, JTS 13 (1962) 
332-336. 


Logion 9! 


EBON Ro! MET CITE aque? TOOTQ AQNOYAE 9.2 


9-1 nexe TE xe eicpttt 
ALOEINE nen рє EXT тєрїн г E da ` 
ue ENECHT ENIKA? NYO) ÄNOYTEYE PMC EPAL ETTE 9.4 


> хче! 
yer Hot HPANNTE AYKATYOY 9.3 LRKOooYE AY?6 EXN 
TRETPpa ayw Anoyxe NOY 


AY® giikooye ape exit Hao(N)TE Ч 5 
> ETHANOYY AYA ayt КАРПОС 6грлі єтпє 6NaANOYY 


AYMOT Hreopoc ayw ANIGNT OYOMOY 9-5 


АҮФ Aptikoove pe EAN NKA? 


*«1(q)i Ree ecore ayw @exoywT єсотє 

9-1 Jesus said, ‘Behold, the sower went forth and filled his hand and sowed. 
9.2 Some fell onto the path. and the birds came and gleaned them. 9.3 Others 
fell onto rock and did not take root in the ground and produce ears upwards. 
9.4 And others fell onto thorns. They choked the seed, and worms ate them. 
9-5 But others fell onto the good soil, and it yielded good fruit upwards. It 
brought sixty per measure and one hundred and twenty per measure.’ 


Interpretation 


This is the second of Thomas's parables (on these, see ad GTh 8). Versions of 
the sower parable are also found in Mk 4.3-8/ Matt. 13.3-8/ Lk. 8.5-8, and it is 
mentioned under the title ‘The Seed’ in Ap. Jas. 83, and Hippolytus reports à 
Naassene interpretation of it (Ref. 5.8.28-29).? The other seed parables in GTh 
20 and 57 may also be relevant here. Plisch comments that the main pointin the 
Story on the surface lies in the ‘opposites of (endangered) seed and (abundant) 
Produce’; this translates into a meaning where a‘humble and much endangered 
beginning contrasts with a surprising result that exceeds all expectations? The 
element of danger, and the different destinies of the seeds, mark this parable 
аз different from the parable of the Mustard Seed in GTh 20. The ‘good soil’ is 
also an important ingredient.^ The point is presumably that despite the fact 
that in many spheres revelation (the seed) does not result in the kingdom 


Bibliography for GTh 9: Schrage, Verhältnis, 42-48; J.F. Horman, "The Source of the Version 
of the Parable of the Sower in the Gospel of Thomas, NovT 21 (1979), 326-343: Liebenberg, 
Language ofthe Kingdom, 406—414; Gathercole, Composition, 49-51. 

Cf. also 1 Clem. 24.5; Justin, Dial. 125, and possibly IGT 11.1; P. Egerton 2 fr. 2v. 

Plisch, 56. 

Rightly, K. Dronsch, ‘Vom Fruchtbringen (Simann mit Deutung)—Mk 4,3-9.(10-12-)13-20^ in 
Zimmermann, ed. Kompendium der Gleichnisse Jesu, 297—313 (310). 
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P i сы ctive 
(the fruit) becoming manifest; it will neverthel 


in the future, and indeed already may be so 
also been discussion of the identity 


particularly important in the parable: 
no role.> 


ess be explosively produ has 
among true disciples. There ot 
of the sower, but the sower figure is n 

he initiates the story, but thereafter plays 


Notes 


9.1 Behold, the sower went forth and filled his hand and sowed. The re 
to the filling of the hand here is obscure. In the OT, itis a Hebrew idiom, а чы 
goes into Greek, meaning ordination to the priesthood (e.g. Exod. 32.295 
8.33; Jdg. 17.5). Blomberg takes it instead to be 
may, however, simply be an insignificant det ight 
9 intentionally forges a catchword connection between the sayings (as m 
eiceuure). uovxe (‘cast’, ‘threw’; here ‘sowed’) links GTh 8, 9 and 10. Të 
9.2 Some fell onto the path, and the birds came and gleaned d al 
variations from the Synoptics in the Preposition (ex, ошо”) and the fin 


e to 
verb (aykarqoy, ‘gleaned them’) do not need to be explained by recours 
an Aramaic or Syriac original.” 


9-3 Others fell onto rock and did not ta 
ears upwards. On the ‘upwards’ see be 


6 [t 
a reference to the eec ale 
ail. Possibly neg in both GTh 


ke root in the ground and produce 
low on 9.5. 

They choked the seed, and worms ate 
ture of Thomas's version of the Deer 
ance in them. It is probably just an adde : 
iscrepancy in the Coptic between the 'seed 
ct of the eating. 

Soil, and it yielded good fruit upwards. 
mplied in the production of 'good fruit 
goes back to idiomatic Greek, however: СЁ 
LXX and Heb, 12.15. 


9 


5 The soweris most probably Jesus here, the seed may be his revelation; less likely is the view of 
Valantasis, 68-69, who, despite his focus on the ambiguity of the parable, ultimately points to 


the disciples as the Sowers. If the sower had been more single-minded, Valantasis comments, 
he could have just sowed on 800d soil; so also the disciple should be single-minded. 

6 Blomberg, ‘Tradition and Redaction in the Parables’, 185. 

7 Gathercole, Composition, 49-51. adds 

8 Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins, 16, noting the Naassene view; Grant & Freedman, 128; 
Blomberg, "Tradition and Redaction in the Parables’, 185. 
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ü 9-5 It brought sixty per measure and one hundred and twenty per measure. 

lomberg’s statement that the number 120 is a perfect number in some forms 
of Gnosticism may not be correct. Although it is the number of years Noah 
Preached before the flood (Concert 43,21-22), and the number of years in 
а grand old age (Concept 36,12), this may not be relevant to the number of 
Measures of a рени The бо and 120 in Thomas may simply be natural variation, 
SSpecially given the references to 30 and 60 in Mark, and 6o in Matthew (Mk 4.8; 
Matt. 13.8; cf. just 100 in Lk. 8.8): against this background, Thomas's climactic 120 


15 quite logical.!? 


9 Blomberg, ‘Tradition and Redaction in the Parables, 186. 
10 Grant & Freedman, 128. 


Logion 10' 


пєхє IC XE ACINOYXE NOYKWET EXN пкоснос Aya) EICEHHTE ape? epog 


WAaNTEYX.EPO 


Jesus said, I have cast fire upon the world, and behold I am guarding it until 


it burns.’ 


Interpretation 


This saying has a close parallel in Luke 12.49. The two main questions here are 
the meaning of the symbol of fire, and what are guarded and burning in the 
second half of the saying. 

On the former, (1) Plisch takes fire as purification, whereby ‘the decision 
to follow Jesus can have serious, painful consequences for an individual’? 
DeConick takes the fire in a similar purificatory way, whose aim is ‘to destroy 
the lusts of the soul? (2) Davies argues that it is Jesus’ words.* (3) Pokorny 
sees it as ‘Jesus’ potent proclamation of the kingdom and its inner power' (4) 
Valantasis, on the other hand, takes the fire as judgment, and more specifically 
the Thomas community as an instantiation of Jesus’ judgment upon the world, 
but which being very small is in need of ‘guarding’ by the originator of the fire. 

Fire is an ambiguous symbol, so any interpretation must be a hesitant one. 
The view (1) of Plisch and DeConick does not quite do justice to the fact that 
the target of the fire is cosmological rather than anthropological. Views (2) and 
(3) are possibilities. Valantasis's position (4) is probably correct to see judgment 
in view, but it is more likely to be a destructive phenomenon, rather than the 

Econ me ld сч perhaps gains support from GTh n, where 

The second half of the enin ns = E т i 
космос (‘world’) are Бене s re ambiguous: because both коет (‘fire’) and 
e, either could be the antecedent of the two ‘its. 


1 Bibliography for GTh 10: SJ. Patterson, 
51-52?, Forum 5 (1989), 121-139. 

2 Plisch, 58. 

DeConick, 76. 

Davies, The Gospel of Thomas: Annotated апа Explained, 10 

Pokorny, 50. 


‘Fire and Dissension: Ipsissima Vox Jesu in Q 12:49, 


OU à w 


Valantasis, 69-70. 
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Plisch helpfully sets out the four ways of construing the statement, depending 
on how the 'its' are understood: 


(i) Тат guarding the fire until the fire burns. 

(ii) Тат guarding the fire until the world burns. 
(iii) I am guarding the world until the fire burns. 
(iv) Тат guarding the world until the world burns.” 


Commentators rightly tend to reject (ii) and (iii) as envisaging a jarring change 
of subject. Valantasis, Plisch and Grosso advocate option (i) of the list above, 
while Grant & Freedman go for (і). It is unclear, however, whether (i) really 
makes sense, because if Jesus has cast fire on the earth already (unlike in 
Luke 12.49), then it is not quite coherent to talk of a time ‘until it (the fire) 
burns. Some translators have given the translation ‘until it blazes’, implying 
‘until the fire burns with its full force’ in contrast to the flicker which Jesus 
has already brought; the Coptic verb xepo, however, does not necessarily mean 
anything more than kindle or burn.” In contrast, it makes very good sense 
that, having cast fire upon the earth, Jesus guards the world until the world 
burns up. Perhaps like the parable of the Weeds in GTh 57, this saying answers 
the question of why this wicked world is continuing to exist. Its continued 
existence is only temporary: the corpse of the world (GTh 56) will certainly in 
the end be cremated. 


Notes 


I have cast fire upon the world. ‘I have cast’ (aemoyxe) forges a link with 
the references to casting/throwing (uovxe) in the previous two sayings Ap 
93). Thomas differs from Luke here in the absence of reference to ‘coming, 

and in the reference to ‘world’ instead of Luke's ‘earth. The reference to the 
‘world’ should perhaps not be seen merely as the sphere of human existence 
(pace Plisch and DeConick above), but rather as the corpse-like system and 
entity which it is elsewhere in Thomas (cf. GTh 21, 27, 56, 80, 110). As has 
been noted in connection with Luke 12.49, this saying presupposes an exalted 


Plisch, 57; also Grosso, 129. 
Grosso, 129; Grant & Freedman, 128. 
Crum 781b-782a. 


о ON 


aa s i d 
10 Some have proposed an emendation to include ‘coming, however: aee!) enoyxe instea 
of the text's acmoyae (Plisch, 58 n. 2). 


244 LOGION 10 


picture of Jesus as one who Stands over against the world in judgment, ken 
the authority of a divine judge (in contrast to Elijah, who asks God to Sen 
fire). 


And behold I am guarding it until it burns. This half of the saying ir 
more markedly from 'and how I wish it were already kindled' in Luke 12.49. n 
Thomas the image is thus of Jesus keeping or preserving the world from being 


burned up until the right time, ‘Behold’ (eiceiirre) may link СТЬ 10 verbally to 
GTh 9. ` 


11 Gathercole, Preexistent Son, 161-163. 


Logion nu 


are АҮФ тєтїїгпє Hoc napra pare 11.2 AYA 


IL1 nexe їс xe reewe NAPUAP А а : 
Р C€HAMOY AN 11.3 мрооү NETETNOYOM 


NETMOOYT ceong an АҮ NETON 3 н 
Япєтмооүт uererüeipe ANOU пиєтоне LOTAN ETETRANDONE eH поүоєм 


OY nereruaaq 11.4 әй doo ererňo ROYA хтєтӣєірє HrcHAY 2OTAN AE 
STeTW'ajaaypne fenay OY Пё ererūnaay 


пл Jesus said, ‘This heaven will pass away, and the one above it will pass 
away. 11.2 But the dead will not live, and the living will not die. 11.3 In the 
days when you ate what is dead you made it live. When you come into the 
light, what will you do?! 1.4 On the day when you were one, you became two. 


f » 
But when you become two, what will you do! 


Textual Comment 


As it stands, the Coptic of u.3 is rather obscure, and probably corrupt. There is, 
however, an illuminating parallel to it in Hippolytus (Ref. 5.8.32): 


If you ate what is dead and made it live, what then would you produce/ 
accomplish if you ate what is living? (sl vexpà ép&yere xai (vxo EMOINTATE, 


ul dv Cüvca фбүттє, хооєт=;) 


1 Bibliography for СТЬ n: Klijn, ‘The “Single One" in the Gospel of Thomas’; R. Trevijano 
Etcheverría, 'La escatología del Evangelio de Tomás, Salmanticensis 28 (1981), 415—441 A 
Hogeterp, "The Gospel of Thomas and the Historical Jesus: The Case of Eschatology; їп 
A. Hilhorst & G. van Kooten, eds. The Wisdom of Egypt: Jewish, Early Christian and Gnos- 
tic Essays in Honour of Gerard P. Luttikhuizen (AJEC 59; Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2005), 381-396: 
E.E. Popkes, ‘Von der Eschatologie zur Protologie: ‘Transformationen apokalyptischer Motive 
im Thomasevangelium; in M. Becker & M. Ohler, eds. Apokalyptik als Herausforderung neutes- 
tamentlicher Theologie (WUNT 11/214; Tübingen: Mohr, 2006), 211-233; E.E. Popkes, ‘Von der 
Überwindung der Entzweiung —EvThom ш, іп R. Zimmermann, ed. Kompendium der Gleich- 


nisse Jesu (Gütersloh: Gütersloher Verlagshaus, 2007), 873-877; Gathercole, ‘The Heavens ma 
the Earth Will Be Rolled up’, 280-302. 
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ifi iff д ;' Naassene 
There are significant differences in the content of Hippolytus 
version.? Hippolytus' syntax may illumin 


allel, however, 
ate our Thomas parallel, 
making clear the relationship betwe 


en the two halves of 11.3. 
GTh 11.3: 
Protasis: Uf) when you ate what is dead you made it live, 

] Т 2 Н ТЕРЕ. 
Apodosis: when уои соте into the light, what will vou achieve?! 

his 
2 А . i mo sense of tl 

This is of course a conjectural reconstruction, but it does make se cadis 
T! i ` die ma 
part of the saying. The protasis would then refer to quotidian hur 


i — лег on 11.3 
ity in this world, the apodosis to the more exalted state (see furtl 
below). 


Interpretation 


Nordsieck notes perhaps appropriately that GTh 10-11 are linked by the putt 
of Weltuntergang’? GTh 11 is itself'a small collection of sayings’, with rae 
3-4 each forming a pair.? There is a looser connection between 11.1-2 an Dr 
though there is the common theme of death, life, and the end. In terms o 

u as a whole, (1) Valantasis has argued that the BSH үз 
and so the components ‘challenge rational reflection’ in чөй рм же d 
(2) Pokorny states that СТЬ 11 is ‘a reinterpretation of Jeras teac ч ont 
way that stresses the ascetic repression of sexuality’. It is far X puo 
sexuality is a theme here, however, and— against Valantasis—GTh 

divide into two parts, each of which makes 


the components, see notes below.) Whe 
less obvious: there 


i ted 
elements are basically unrelated, 


sens i ions of 

sense, (For the interpretatio ' 
е | ue Ver. i ne IS 

ther there is an ove arching then 


Я in 111-3, with à 
may be a common theme of eschatology in 11.1-3, 
warning attached to 11.4’s harking back to the 


of possibility; neverthele 
be underestimated.6 


insi s 
fall, but this remains in the pim 
i i ld no 
55, the eschatological content of this logion shou 


ati H а ies. 
The living are understood by the Naassenes to refer to rational facult 
Nordsieck, 61. 


2 
3 
4 Pokorny, 51, 
5 Valantasis, то. — — 
6 Popkes, ‘Von der Eschatologie zur Protologie’, 215, 224, underestimates its signific: 

tology is not to be disregarded simply because there is no final judgment. 
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Notes 


it wi ; away. The idea 
па This heaven will pass away and the one к ^ E E ria bien 
of heavens passing away is а familiar one ш еаг ^ EE о, 
of Passing away, perhaps like that of rolling up m : | ‘ Я нем e 
more placid disintegration and demise fien is implie y bec piade 
sther texts. The unusual phrase ‘t 


€structi ete dni € 
оп and eKpurosts md sso santet ЛО 
refers alm t : ly to the visible heaven nearest to earth, in 

Ost certainly 


e in 
the higher ‘one above it. Multi-layered heavens are d ens n 
early Judaism and Christianity.” It is possible that d Loue! din cn 
heaven are regarded as temporary in contrast e the thir pw qbus 2 
Corresponds in some texts to paradise (e.g. acor land s e ec tn 
*wo heavens dissolving may relate to the point made xx iid = к 
to which ‘some [ i.e. not all] of the heavens will dissolve Linn б ы 
Tay paver, 2 Clem. 16.3). Valantasis, by монан. Hinh : dos ee 
realms in their totality pass away in GTh 11.10 Both tis pan- "^ ries 
the assumption that paradise i5 the third heaven in Thomas, à 
Е i ie. Li ‘But the 
11.2 But the dead will not live, and the living will not die. Нани kon 
dead do not live ...' but a future sense is very likely. This statemen к Mns 
stands in contrast to па, because the point is that the disappearan 


i D iving’) or to 
heavens does not make any difference either to the elect (‘the living’) 


s f 
others (*the dead’). Both remain in their existing states. videi E 
Thomas that eschatology is not absent, but it is insignificant. kin pee 
its present form is temporary, but the end of the Tora nee e e would be 
а change of state (e.g. a resurrection) for the а. —such a © dang 
Superfluous. Similarly, the ‘dead’ are already in a state e dier o — 

11.3 In the days when you ate what is dead you made itlive. _ eritis 
into the light, what will you do?! There have been various explanati ental, 
contrast here. Plisch considers the background here possibly to be sacram 


—— 


7 CE Matt: 5.18; Lk. 16.17; Mark 13.31/ Matt. 24.35/ Luke 21.33; 2 Pet. 3.10; Rev. 21.1. 

8 Gathercole, ‘The Heavens and the Earth Will Be Rolled цр, 296-297. Р inthians 

9 See the discussions of various works in P.R. Gooder, Only the Third Heaven? 2 Corin 
12.1-10 and Heavenly Ascent (London/ New York: Continuum/ T&T Clark, 2006). 

10 i 

11 с the 'dead' here are spiritually во; the reference is not to physical life and 
death. So rightly Grosso, 132. 

12 


] Я “Моп der 
Gathercole, “he Heavens and the Earth Will Be Rolled ир, 294—298; cf. Popkes, ‘Vo 
Eschatologie zur Protologie’, 223. 
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either in a Christian eucharistic, or a pagan sense, which is then opposed 
to being in the light.'? DeConick, on the other hand, sees two definitions of 
the means to true life, eating as opposed to baptism into the light. Davies 
considers it a criticism of meat eating.!^ 

The contrast in 1.3, however, is perhaps more straightforward (especially 
when informed by the Hippolytus parallel).'^ Thomas in the first half grants 
the extraordinary power of a natural human process: when a human being con- 
sumes dead meat or plant matter, these are absorbed and become living tissue. 
How much greater, then, are human possibilities when a person reaches salva- 
tion and comes into the light? The question ‘what will you do?’ is thus about 
achievement (what will you be able to accomplish!), rather than expressing a 
moral dilemma. If there is a contrast in the saying between life ‘pre- and post- 
conversion, then the implication may be that the disciples only ate meat in 
their past life and are vegetarian in the present, but this is unclear: plant mat- 
ter is also dead when it is consumed. 

11.4 On the day when you were one, you became two. But when you become 
two, what will you do? This saying forms a contrast to 11.3. The former referred 
to those achieving great things going on to do even greater things. This saying 
appears tolament what has happened to the fallen, and to wonder what further 
catastrophes might happen to them. In the first sentence, the language is alittle 
awkward, but the reference seems to be to a kind of fall in which the primordial 
unity was fractured into a duality. The 'becoming two' is based on Gen. 2.21-22, 
with a play on Gen. 2.24: instead of the two becoming one, the one has become 
two.” This is the fractured situation in which the fallen currently exist (see 
further the Introduction, § 10.1, above). But—Jesus imagines—-if this lapse was 
Possible in an ideal state, surely now that the 


plummet again into a yet more disastrous condition. For the same question in 
a similar context, cf. Teach. Sily. 105,33-34. DeConick is correct tha 
the question is a ‘dire situation’18 


situation is worse, 'you' could 


t implied in 


за Plisch, 59. 
14 — DeConick, 79. 


15 Davies, The Gospel of Thomas: Annotated and Explained, 12. 
16 There is no substantive connection wj "ig 
n with GTh 7 and бо, аһ h th 
Чоп: these sayings concern the d wenig ee 
an i ich i 
ne Ber of being consumed, which is not in view in GTh 
17 


The 'becoming two' probably refers to the disintegration 


individual persons, rather than (so Plisch, 59) to m 
18 DeConick, 79. 


and division of humanity and 


arriage qua obstacle to salvation. 
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12.1 NEXE HMAOHTHE NIC XE THCOOYN XE KNABOK RTOOTW NIN’ пє ETNAP 
NOG E2pal ЕХО) 12.2 NEXE IC NAY XE IMA NTATETNE! HMAY ETETNABMK MA 
1AK@MBOC TLAIKAIOC NAGI ATA THE NA AKAP Gane STBHT 


12.1 The disciples said to Jesus, ‘We know that you will depart from us. Who 
will be leader over us?’ 12.2 Jesus said to them, ‘Wherever you have come 
from, you shall go to James the Just, for the sake of whom heaven and earth 
came into being.’ 


Interpretation 


The disciples' question may have some relation to Mark 9.31-34, which like 
GTh 12 consists of a passion prediction (although a different kind of ‘departure’ 
is possible in Thomas), followed by the disciples asking which of them is 
the leader. In Thomas, after the death of Jesus, the disciples are envisaged as 
dispersed, but they are to congregate around ‘James’? There have been two 
principal debates about this saying: first, whether James is meant here as the 
historical figure or as a primarily symbolic figure in some other respect, and 
second whether the commendation of James is serious or ironic.? On the first 
question, the main lines of the problem are as follows. 


1 Bibliography for GTh 12: A.F. Walls, ‘References to the Apostles in the Gospel of Tomas: 
NTS 7 (1960-1961), 266-270; Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘Santiago el Justo y Tomás а ens 
133-162; J. Painter, Just James: The Brother of Jesus in History and Tradition (Edinburgh: ТЕ 
Clark, 1999), 160-163; К. Uro, ‘“Who Will Be Our Leader?" Authority and Autonomy in the 
Gospel of Thomas’, in I. Dunderberg, C.M. Tuckett & К. Syreeni, eds. Fair Play: Diversity and 
Conflicts in Early Christianity. Essays in Honour of Heikki Räisänen (NovTSupps 103; Leiden 
Boston/ Cologne: Brill, 2002), 457—485: PJ. Hartin, James of Jerusalem: Heir to Jesus of Nazareth 
(Collegeville, Minnesota: Liturgical Press, 2004), 115-140; Popkes, Menschenbild, 84-90. 

2 Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘Santiago el Justo y Tomás el Mellizo’, 99. M 

3 Related to the two options provided here is the question of whether this saying is Jewish- 
Christian" or “Gnostic” (see the views canvassed in Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘Santiago el Justo 
y Tomás el Mellizo’, 106—107). Frend sees the reference to James as clearly Jewish-Christian 
(‘Gospel of Thomas’, 16). W.R.G. Loader, Jesus’ Attitude Towards the Law (WUNT; Tübingen: 
Mohr, 1997), 501-502, on the other hand, sees opposition to Jewish Christianity. Теп 
Etcheverría and Popkes point to the wider usage of James in places such as the Nag Hammadi 
corpus, and therefore conclude that James is not necessarily a Jewish-Christian reference 
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ant threat to James! authority must have occurred pin n 
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of the saying is the ministry of Jesus, so at the literary level, the saying © 
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| ed. Studia Patristica XVII i Elmstord, 


Tess, 2006), 281. 318 (310). For Grant, the г he 
а "3 бн: 

ames to whom the disciples will go is presum y Sa 

and to the fire 


pposed to the temple, to the sacrifice ithe 
the altar’: Grant, ‘Notes on the Gospel of Thomas; 172; similarly Ménard, 98. It may be tha pm 
saying originated in a Jewish-Christian milieu, however: Richard Bauckham has suggeste db 
me the possibility that the explanation for the depiction of James in GTh 12 lies in Prov ee 
which can be translated, ‘the righteous man is the foundation of the world’ (email correspo 

dence, 26.vii.2013). т 
4 RJ. Bauckham, James and the Jerusalem Church, in idem, ed. The Book of Acts in its pier 
Setting (Carlisle: Paternoster/Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 415-480 (451); A.D. ah 
Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas: A History of the Gospel and its Growth (LNTS к d 
London/New York: T&T Clark International, 2005), 94-95: ‘Based on the content of the logion, 
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not necessarily during the initial formation of the Thoma 
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ing assumes that James is still alive and t 
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More restrained than DeConick is Bauckham, James and the Jerusalem Church; nh of 
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er apostles.) Mirror-reading is difficult enough 
n epistle, but when one is reading a cdllertion 
of sayings with a fictional Sitz im Leben the difficulties are magnified E 
further: see the Notes below on the centralised authority «лш үн 
Other apostles, and the title ‘the Just. features which together onie j 
closely with the portraits of James in the second and third «мс. 
Valantasis offers some different options каға symbolic James sugg 5 
1 tradition, огап authoritative method, or боне 8 A 
authoritative agency.” One possibility, therefore, is that James is a kind о 
Symbol of a ixaditiorally Jewish Christianity in some form. aqui Me 
a number thought that James was а channel for an alternative, authort 


tells Paul to 'go to' the oth 
When one is dealing with 2 


that he represents 5 


tative revelatory tradition. This is evident from particular attachment to 
James in three Nag Hammadi works, (a) the Apocryphon of James, (b) First 
Apocalypse of James (also extant in Codex Tchacos as James), пазете 
rebukes the twelve, and especially (c) Second Apocalypse of James. One 
may add (d) the Ascents of James mentioned by Epiphanius.? He eene 
also plays a role in (e) Gos. Eg» where ‘James the great’ is one ar Ше и 
Stpatyyol’ who appear to the incorruptible on the great Seth's journey 


M.D. Hooker, "Were There False Teachers at Colossae?" in B. Lindars & S.S. Smalley, eds. 
Christ and Spirit in the New Testament. Essays in Honour of С.ЕР. Moule (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1973). 315733% SP. 315; J.M.G. Barclay, "Mirror- Reading а 
Polemical Letter: Galatians as a Test Case, JSNT 31 (1987), 73-93 noting, at 84, that same 
think it impossible! 

Valantasis, 74. 


In 1 Apoc. Jas. 42, James reveals, and rebukes the twelve. | 
See e.g. 2 Apoc. Jas. 55,3-56,7: "... | wish to reveal through you and the [Spirit of Power], in 
order that he might reveal [to those] who are yours. And those who wish to enter, and who 
seek to walk in the way that is before the door, open the good door through you. And they 
follow you; they enter [and you] escort them inside, and give a reward to each one who 
is ready for it. For you are not the redeemer or helper of strangers. You are an illuminator 
and a redeemer of those who are mine, and now of those who are yours. You shall reveal 
(to them); you shall bring good among them all. You [they shall] admire because of every 
powerful (deed). Youare he whom the heavens bless. You he shall envy, he [who has] called 
himself your [Lord] ... For your sake they will be told these things and will come to rest. For 
your sake they will reign and become kings. For your sake they will have pityon whomever 
they have pity. 

Epiphanius, Pan. 30.16.7. 

These otpamyol are heavenly bringers of salvation according to A. Bóhlig & F, Wisse, Nag 
Hammadi Codices III, 2 and IV, 2. The Gospel of The Egyptians (The Holy Book of the Great 
Invisible Spirit) (CGL; NHS 4; Leiden: Brill, 1975), 194. 
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as well as in (f) Hippolytus report 

traced their revelation back, via M 

(g) the Gospel of the Hebrews (ad J 

urrection appearance. In summary, James is: 

- recipient of special revelation Ap. Jas.;1 Apoc. Jas.; Naassenes . 

— author of a book—Ap. Jas. (with Peter); 1 Apoc. Jas. (scribe = Addai); 2 
Apoc. Jas. (scribe = Mareim) | 

- ascender—Ap. Jas. 15,5-16,1 

— revealer/ illuminator and delive 

— authoritative heavenly figure- 


rently 
about the Naassenes, who appa 


Р 721); 
ariamne, to James (Hippolytus, Ref. 5 2 
Crome, Vir. Ill. 2) gives James a private 


rer— 2 Apoc. Jas. 5515-5644 
—Gos. Eg. ПІ,2 64,12—13 


Before the merits of these two о ated, 


Ptions (historical or symbolic) are evalu 
the second—directly connecte 


; : s is 
d— question of whether the praise of Jame 5 
meant seriously also needs to be raised. On (1) the 'serious' reading, James 


commended here as an authority, but there is also the possibility (2) that the 
reference to James is actually intended to undercut him in one or both of two 
Ways: it is possible that, given what the previous saying has said about the 
impermanence of heaven, he is damned with faint praise as the one for whom 
heaven and earth came into being; or, he is perhaps set up as a leader in GTh 
12, only to be superseded in GTh i3 b 


y Thomas asa superior model disciple (see 
further the Appended Note below on the relation between GTh 12 and 13): 


Asa result, there are four options which are possible in theory: (a) a historic 
James commended in all seriousness, (b) a ‘serious’ symbolic figure, (c) an 
ironically meant historical figure, and (d) an ironic reference to a symbolic 
figure. 

Probably the most likely of these is (b). The difficulty with the ironic readings 
in (c) and (d) is that it may well attribute a level of sophistication to the 
author which is not warranted. While it is possible, there does not seem to be 


+ The idea of a replacement of James with 
Thomas іп СТЬ 13 is also not necessary, given that literature in parallel with 


the Gospel of Thomas can often accommodate more than one authority figure 
without any sense of competition (again, see the Appended Note below). The 
difficulty with a view of James (а) as a historical figure is difficult within Thomas 
as It stands, unless one supposes that the work is extremely eatly, Similarly, for 
James to function as a symbol of Jewish Ch ristianity' is extremely problematic 
given the criticism in Thomas of such traditional Jewish practices as fasting, 
almsgiving and prayer (GTh 6, 14), as well as Scripture and circumcision (GTh 
52-53). 
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the numerous parallels to James as à figure 
other sense spiritual —tradition. Perhaps 
€ content of this tradition is best understood negatively: as a brother of the 
rd rather than a disciple/ a postle, he can undercut the authority of the twelve 
(with the possible exception of Thomas), and perhaps the Peter/ Matthew 


traditi " 
adition of GTh 13 in particular. 


In favour of option (b), then, are 


em : б ; 
bodying arevelatory— or in some 


Notes 


124 The disciples said to Jesus ‘We know that you will depart from us. On 
Sayings introduced by the disciples, see ad GTh 6. The reference here may be 
to Jesus’ passion or a form of ascension. The disciples are very knowledgeable 
here by comparison with the canonical Gospels, where they are shocked (¢-8- 
Mk 8.31-32) or confused (e.g. Mk 9.31-32) by Jesus' passion predictions. 

12.1 Who will be leader over us? As noted, this question might echo Mark 

9-33-34, with its discussion of which disciple was the greatest (compare Coptic 
Mark’s una Ne MNOS ETNEHTOY with nw ne єтмар моб eppal exa іп Thomas). 
The implied answer wished for (as is explicit in Mark) might well also in 
Thomas be one ofthe disciples themselves. 
, 12.2 Jesus said, ‘Wherever you have come from.” The wording of the text 
is peculiar here. Scholars generally (rightly) take the reference here to be to 
the Scattering of the disciples in their missionary activity. On the surface, it 
looks as if Jesus is talking about their origins (as Judaeans, Galileans, etc-)- More 
probably the verb is to be understood in a future perfect sense: ‘Wherever you 
Shall have come from (when you start going to James): 


—————— 

12 As Walls put it, early on in Thomas research: James, brother and intimate of the Lord, is 
superior to all the other apostles' (‘References to the Apostles, 267); cf. Painters comment 
that Thomas is a polemic against Peter's leadership (Just James, 162). А$ Dunderberg, 
Beloved Disciple in Conflict, 193, rightly notes, however, GTh 99 relativizes the family 
relations of Jesus. 

13 Тһе phrase nua &rarerüer Amay has yielded diverse translations: e негее УЗ 
come from’ (DeConick, Plisch; cf. Grosso) or ‘wherever you are’ (Lambdin). (ейн, 
"when that happens' is а fudge.) Crum, 196b, notes a parallel in Shenoute, with ewraxet 
uMay meaning ‘whence they came’. Cf. also the different arguments for this sense of 12.2 
in U.-K. Plisch, ‘Probleme und Lósungen. Bemerkungen zu einer Neuübersetzung des 
Thomasevangeliums (NHC 11,2), in S. Emmel, etal., eds. Ägypten und Nubien in spätantiker 
und christlicher Zeit: Akten des 6. Internationalen Koptologenkongressen in Münster 20-26. 
Juli 1996 (Wiesbaden: Reichert, 1999), 1523-528 (526). Plisch, 61, also notes the contrast 
between e and sax in the saying. 
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12.2 You shall go to James. At the literal level, within the framework of 
the dialogue, this saying 'gives to James the authority at the centre to which, 
wherever their missionary travels take them, they are to look*!^ The status 
accorded to James here corresponds most closely to the Jakobusbild of the 
Pseudo-Clementine Recognitions, according to which James was appointed 
bishop in Jerusalem by Jesus himself ( Recogn.1.43),? and the twelve all reported 
to him (1.44; 1.64); indeed, he is called ‘James the chief of bishops’ and ‘James 
the archbishop’ (1.68; 1.73). Since such a status is in some sense comparable to 
that given to Peter in Matt. 16.18-19, GTh 12 may have, as does GTh 13 following, 
ananti-Petrine note. 

12.2 The Just. The only other place in Thomas where the epithet awaioc 
appears is in GTh 13, so there may be a deliberate catchword link between the 
two sayings. Different views have been suggested for when James received the 
title ‘the Just. Hegesippus said that it went back to the time of Jesus. DeConick 
has stated that it passed to James on the death of Jesus, when the former 
assumed the leadership of the Jerusalem church." Ward and Pokorny suggest 
that it was given to James after his martyrdom.!* 

The earliest references to the title ‘the Just’ appear in the Gospel of the 
Hebrews, Hegesippus and in Clement's Hypotyposeis.!? As far as earlier sources 
are concerned, Paul calls James 'the brother of the Lord' (Gal. 1.19), and Jose- 
phus similarly designated him ‘the brother of Jesus’ (Ant. 20.197-203). This was 
the early way of distinguishing him from other Jameses, i.e. from James the son 
of Zebedee (‘James the brother of John’, in Acts 12.2), James the son of Alphaeus 
and James the Less. Hegesippus's claim that James ‘has been called by everyone 
"the Just’, from the times of the Lord until now’ is—like much of Hegesippus 
on James—fanciful.?? The title ‘the Just’ is probably a later—perhaps second- 
century—development, another of the many later features (such as Nazirate 


ža — Bauckham, ‘James and the Je 

James is four more times с. 
According to Recogn. 1.47, 
of his activities every year, 
17  DeConick, 81. 


18 К.В, Ward, Jame 
, eS of Jerusalem i > First T *e T 
(Во); Pokorný, in the First Two Centuries’, ANRW 2.26.1 (1992), 779-812 
1 See apud 7 R 
s : iae ч Vir. Ill. 2, Eusebius, HE 2.1.3, and HE 2.23.4 respectively. 
| ey, e 
реу, Nazirites in Late Second Temple Judaism. A Survey of Ancient Jewish Writings, the 


New Test Р i 
| Stament, Archaeological Evidence, and Other Writings from Late Antiquity (Ancient 
Judaism and Farly Christianity бо; Leide 


rusalem Church’, 451. 
alled ‘James the bishop’ (1.66 bis, то, 72). 


Peter received a command from James to send him an account 


n: Brill, 2005), 175. 
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and priesthood) read back into James' own lifetime.?! Ward may be right in 
suggesting that the title 'came to be affixed to James as a martyr title after his 
death'?? the term is associated with the martyred in Wis. 2.17-20, those killed 
unjustly in Jas. 5.6, and Jesus specifically in his death in Lk. 23.47 and 1Jn 24-2 
(cf. 1Pet. 3.18; Acts 3.14; 7 


, 22.14). This is probable, but must not be pressed, 
since in a parallel case, Simon the Just is according to Josephus so-named for 
‘his piety to God and his benevolence to his countrymen’ (Ant. 12.43; 12.157); 
Josephus is not clear about whether he thought this title was granted during 
Simon's lifetime or not.7: 


James’ epithet may merely have this general sense, 
though the connotation of righteous and therefore unjustly Killed is probably 
also important. 

12.2 For the sake of whom heaven and earth came into being. 'Heaven' may 
intentionally link GTh 12 to GTh u, where the word also appears. GTh 12.2 as a 
whole has various reasonably close parallels in Jewish tradition (and in some 
early Christian works).?* Perhaps the earliest is T. Mos. 112-13, where Moses 
says, ‘He (God) created the world on behalf of his people .... Around 100CE, 
4Ezra deduces from Isa. 40.15 (where the nations are ‘like a drop in a bucket’) 
that this world was created for Israel (4 Ezra 6.5559; also 7.11). The same idea 
comes in 2 Baruch, where there is some ambiguity about the creation of the 
world for Adam and for Israel (2 Bar. 14.18-19). Baruch adds a third basis for 
creation in the next chapter, this time in reference both to this world and the 
world to come: “Апа with regard to the righteous ones, those whom you said 
the world has come on their account: yes, also that which is coming is on 
their account' (2 Bar. 15.7; cf. 21.24). Sifre Deuteronomy has a strong focus on 
the place of Israel, who appear to be identified with the righteous: the whole 
world—heaven and earth—was created for their sake (Sifre Deut. § 47, ad n.21 
bis). With the reference to the righteous, then, we have a close parallel to the 
statement about James. Hence Bammel's conclusion that the creation of the 
world for Israel is ‘an idea very common in Jewish sources"?5 Finally, in the 


21 Ward, James of Jerusalem’, 801; Chepey, Nazirites, 176. On James’ Nazirate, see E. Zuckschw- 
erdt, ‘Das Naziraat des Herrenbruders Jakobus nach Hegesipp (Euseb, h. e. II 23, 5-6), ZNW 
68 (1977), 276-287. 

22 Ward, James of Jerusalem’ 801. 

23 Нереѕірриѕ’ explanation is that James was holy from his mother's womb. 1 Apoc. Jas 
explains the title from James’ work as a servant to the angry ‘just’ god (Codex Tchacos 1 
Apoc. Jas. 1816-20). 

24 For Jewish parallels, see esp. Bammel, ‘Rest and Кие, 89 n. 7; for early Christian instances, 
cf. Frend, ‘Gospel of Thomas! 16-17. 

25  Bammel, ‘Rest and Кие, 89 n. 7. 
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Talmud, we have the possibility of the world being created for individuals: 
‘Rab said: The world was created only on David's account. Samuel said: On 
Moses’ account; R. Johanan said: For the sake of the Messiah’ (5. Sanh. 98b). 
On the basis of passages such as these, it is plausible to conclude that GTh 
12 is a hyperbolic statement following on from James being especially ‘just’ or 
'righteous'26 

Even against this Jewish background, however, the language in GTh 12 is 
remarkably strong.”7 First, reference to the creation of both ‘heaven and earth'is 
rare (though both may be implied in references to the ‘world’). Sifre Deuteron- 
omy has it, and 2 Baruch refers to both ages: interestingly, it is these two pas- 
sages which also refer to ‘the righteous’. Second, it is striking to have the cre- 
ation spoken about in connection with an individual. The only other individual 
in earlier literature is Adam, although later on (e.g. in the Talmud) individuals 
are more prevalent. The same is true in Christian sources from roughly the time 
of Thomas: Hermas 1 | Vis.1.1].6 has ongoing creation for the sake of the church; 
Aristides and Diognetus have creation for the sake of humanity (Aristides, Apol. 
1; Diogn. 10.2). In Thomas we have hyperbole, though it is hyperbole expressing 
an extremely exalted status not only in ecclesiastical but probably also in cos- 
mic terms. 


Appended Note: The Relation between GTh 12 and 13 


It can hardly escape the reader's notice that in GTh 12, James is commended 
as the authority, whereas in GTh 13 it is apparently Thomas. A note here is 
appropriate because the discussion cannot be confined either to the discussion 
of GTh 12 or i3, andit is relevant to both. Several explanations have been offered 
for the apparently divided loyalties—if that is what they are—of the Gospel of 
Thomas. 

Two explanations are the results of ‘fusions’, one literary and one historical. 
(1) Quispel's literary-critical explanation is that Thomas's apparently clumsy 
editor combined GTh 12 from the Gospel of the Hebrews with GTh 13 from 
the Gospel of the Egyptians.28 (2) Pokorny analogously argues that with the 
combination of sayings 12 and 13 a fusion of the James and Thomas groups is 


26 Painter, Just. James, 254-259. 


27 Hartin, James of Jerusalem, 136, rightly notes that there is a progression 'from the more 
sober presentation in the Gos, Thom. to the Gnostic Redeemer of 2 Apoc. Jas. It is true that 
GTh 12 is more sober that 2 Apoc. Jas., but it is hardly sober in its own terms. 

28 Quispel, "The Gospel of Thomas and the Gospel of the Hebrews' 380—381. 
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created, both of which had been criticised by the mainstream church.?? Two 
other kinds of explanation propose a stronger antithesis between GTh 12 and 13: 
(3) Trevijano Etcheverría sees in GTh 13 a correction of GTh 12: the movement 
is now specifically a Thomas-community.?? (4) Uro and others have seen а 
relativising of James: in the fact that the heavens (which came into being for 
James) will pass away according to the previous saying, СТЬ 1: ‘A careful reader 
of Jesus' sayings in the gospel is thus able to gather that James' leadership, 
praised in saying 12, belongs ultimately to the sphere of the temporary and the 
external?! 

Quispel's explanation (1) of Thomas's sources has not won other supporters, 
and there are also difficulties with seeing, as does Pokorny, (2) James and 
Thomas as both transparently representing communities.3? The ‘corrective’ 
view (3) invites the question: why then is GTh 12 retained at all?33 There are 
also problems, however, with (4) the ironic interpretation, in that (a) it may be 
overly-sophisticated for the author/ editor of Thomas; (b) there are not really 
parallels to this kind of device in Thomas, and (c) the motif of the creation of 


heaven and earth for the sake of an individual is hyperbolic and not intended 
to be taken literally. 


Walls is probably correct to point out that, given the directness of Jesus’ 
statement in СТЬ 12, the status attributed to James is real.3+ James and Thomas 


29 Pokorny, 53. 

зо  Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘Santiago el Justo y Tomás el Mellizo, 109. Cf. perhaps G.P. Lut- 
tikhuizen, ‘Witnesses and Mediators of Christ's Gnostic Teachings; in A. Hilhorst, ed. The 
Apostolic Age in Patristic Thought (Leiden: Brill, 2004), 104—114 (112), suggesting that GTh 
12-13 ‘might reflect a shift in the tradition. 

31 Uro, ‘Who Will be our Leader?’ 464; so also Hedrick, 37; Dunderberg, Beloved Disciple in 
Conflict, 193, adding the point that СТЬ gg relativises the family relations of Jesus. Uro also 
notes that James' sphere is also localised (presumably to Jerusalem), asis evident because 
people have to move from different places to get to him (‘Who Will be our Leader?" 465). 
Marjanen also sees a relativisation of James, though through the link with GTh 13, not GTh 
u (‘Is Thomas a Gnostic Gospel?" 123). H. Koester, 'Apocryphal and Canonical Gospels, 
HTR 73 (1980), 105-130 (118), sees the contrast between the ecclesiastical authority ofJames 
over against the secret authority of Thomas. 

32 Шо, ‘Who Will be our Leader?’ 460. 

зз Uro, ‘Who Will be our Leader? 457. Richardson wonders whether the answer might be 
that GTh 12 is just a ‘vestigial remnant’ (‘Gospel of Thomas; 72). 

34 See Walls, ‘Apostles in the Gospel of Thomas’, 266-267, on the straight answer in GTh 12 
about the authority of James: "That Thomas foresakes his native obliqueness for such a 
forthright declaration suggests that the pre-eminence of James was of very real impor- 
tance for him, something that his most jejune and least instructed readers ought not to 
miss’. 
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need not be alternatives: they are, perhaps not coincidentally, also both viewed 
as sources of revelation by the Naassenes (Hippol. Ref. 5.7.1 and 5.7.20 respec- 
tively). Bóhlig and Wisse, noting that the Nag Hammadi literature is not exclu- 
sivistic in its use of apostles, write of 'the advanced pluralism ... attested in the 
Nag Hammadi library. For Peter stands along side of James in ApocryJas, and 
ApocPaul is found in the same codex as I and П ApocJas.?* One might also note 
that in Thomas's Codex П, one finds John entrusted with an apocalypse (П, 1), 
Philip as an evangelist after Thomas (II, 3), then an anonymous work which 
begins by quoting 'the great apostle' Paul (II, 4), then two more anonymous 
works, followed by secret words spoken to Thomas but written down by Math- 
aias (II, 7). This arrangement naturally reflects a time later than Thomas, but by 
analogy it shows that Thomas need not be understood in a manner exclusivisti- 
cally tied to its purported author. One might compare г Clement's championing 
of Peter and Paul (1 Clem. 5.1-5). 


35  Bohlig & Wisse, eds. Nag Hammadi Codices III, 2 and IV, 2, 16. 
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13.1 NEXE IC NNEQMAOHTHE XE TATONT ATETHXOOC NAGI xe CEINE ANIM 13.2 
HEXAGQ NAY NGL CIMCON UETPOC XE EXEING NOYAMTEAOC FELAIKAITOC 13.3 MEXAY 
NAY NGTMAO OAIOC XE EKEINE HOYPOME Hipixocoqoc APHAZUT 13.4 Texaq NAY 
lio! OMMAC XE NCAP POAC TATAUPO na(a))ayatq. AN €rpaxooc xe EKEINE 
ANIM’ 13.5 NEXE WIC XE ANOK MEKCA? AN ener АКСО AKTZE EBON PN тпнгн 
ETBPBPE тле ANOK HTAcupITe 13.6 ayw ayar] AQABHAXOPGUAQXO Naq 
AWOHT NMAXE 13.7 NTAPE OCOHAC AE El GA NE`MBEEP` AYXNOYQ XE NTA 
їс XOOC XE OY HAK 13.8 UEXAC? NAY Aol EMMAC XE вїйудх`ха) NHTR OYA en 
HO)AXC NTAYROOY NAEL тети WNE NTETHNOYAE epoer AYM NTE OYKMET™ 
El €BOÀ PÑ AONE п(ҷ)рарк` AHOT 


134 Jesus said to his disciples, ‘Compare me and tell me whom I resemble." 
13.2 Simon Peter said to him, ‘You are like a righteous angel.’ 13.3 Matthew 
said to him, ‘You are like a wise philosopher’ 13.4 Thomas said to him, 
‘Master, my mouth is completely unable to say whom you are like. 13.5 Jesus 
said, Тат not your master. When you drank, you became drunk with the 
bubbling spring which I have dug.’ 13.6 And he took him and withdrew, and 
spoke three words to him. 13.7 When Thomas returned to his companions, 
they asked him, ‘What did Jesus say to you?’ 13.8 Thomas said to them, IfI 
told you one of the words which he spoke to me, you would pick up stones and 
throw them at me. But fire would come forth from the stones, and burn you." 


1 Bibliography for GTh 13: Walls, 'References to the Apostles in the Gospel of Thomas'; E.W. | 
Saunders, ‘A Trio of Thomas Logia’, Biblical Research 8 (1963), 43-59 (44-48); Lelyveld, Logia 

de la vie, 144-149; S. Arai, ‘Zu "Drei Worte" Jesu im Logion 13 des EvT/t AJBI 18 (1992), 

62-66; Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘Santiago el Justo y Tomás el Mellizo’, 108-112; W. Clarysse, | 
‘Gospel of Thomas Logion 13: “The Bubbling Well Which I Myself Бир”, in A. Schoors & | 
P. van Deun, eds. Philohistor: Miscellanea in honorem Caroli Laga septuagentarü (Orientalia | 
Lovaniensia Analecta Go; Leuven: Peeters, 1994), 1-9; M. Frenschkowski, ‘The Enigma of | 
the Three Words of Jesus in Gospel of Thomas Logion 13, Journal of Higher Criticism 1 
(1994), 73-84; A.D. DeConick, Seek to See Him: Ascent and Vision Mysticism in the Gospel of 
Thomas (Leiden: Brill, 1996), 105—115; I. Dunderberg, ‘Thomas and the Beloved Disciple’, in 
R. Uro, ed. Thomas at the Crossroads: Essays on the Gospel of Thomas (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 
1998), 65-88; Uro, ‘Who Will Be Our Leader? 457—485; Popkes, Menschenbild, 84-90; Perrin, 
Thomas, the Other Gospel, 107-124; S. Witetschek, "Quellen lebendigen Wassers. Zur Frage 
nach einem "johanneischen" Motiv in EvThom 13’, ZNW 103 (2012), 254-271. 
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Interpretation 


The discussion in GTh 12 of apostle-figures continues here, with a catchword 
link (макәлос). Both the request from Jesus and the multiple responses recall the 
canonical Caesarea Philippi episode (Mk 8.27-33/ Matt. 16.13-23/ Lk. 918-22), 
as is evident from their similar structure:? 


Synoptics Thomas 
Jesus' question: Who do people say I am? Compare me ... 
Wrong answers: John righteous angelos 
Elijah wise philosopher 
(Matt: + or Jeremiah) 
a prophet (master) 
Right answer: The Christ Ineffable 


[Private conversation] 
Partial rebuke of respondent: the Son of Man is to suffer Тат not ‘master’ 


[Private conversation] 


In Thomas, Peter's view and Matthew's opinion are clearly painted as wrong 
answers by the author. Scholars generally take the view here that the disciple 
Thomas's view of Jesus’ ineffable nature is the correct one, expressed in the 
words: ‘my mouth is completely unable to say whom you are like.? This may 
well be right, but there is no actual endorsement of Thomas's inability to 
express who Jesus is. Rather, the important thing in the narrative here seems to 
be that Jesus reveals the truth to Thomas, and that this is the same mysterious 
truth which is on offer in Thomas's Gospel.^ 

There is almost certainly a polemic, probably aimed at a wider church 
group for whom Peter was a foundational figure, and Matthew's Gospel an/ the 


2 Thomas's version is almost certainly dependent upon Matthew here (Uro, Thomas, 88-89; 
Gathercole, Composition, 169-177). 


3 See eg. A. Gagné, ‘Sectarianism, Secrecy and Self Definition: Relational Features between 


Jesus, the Disciples and the Outsiders’, in T. Holmén, ed. Jesus in Continuum (WUNT; Tübin- 
gen: Mohr Siebeck, 2012), 223-242 (234). 

It is unnecessary to see GTh 13 as a response to deaths of eyewitnesses and an attempt 
'to secure the testimony of the community's apostolic hero'; thus DeConick, Recovering the 
Original Gospel of Thomas, 86. 
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authoritative portrait of Jesus.5 As Glenn Most has put it: ‘By acknowledging his 
ignorance, Thomas demonstrates that he has attained a higher level of under- 
standing than either Simon Peter or Matthew (and thereby calls implicitly into 
question both the authority of the church that traces its legitimacy to the for- 
mer and that of the synoptic Gospel attributed to the latter).6 

This saying is also evidence against the view that Thomas is best regarded 
as advanced, esoteric teaching which builds upon more basic knoweldge con- 
tained in other Gospels. The stance of Thomas here is more separatist.” 


Notes 


133 Jesus said to his disciples, ‘Compare me and tell me whom I resemble” 
Perhaps notably, Jesus does not ask his disciples, 'Who am I?' Jesus' inquiry 
into his likeness may be significant in the light of his ineffable identity touched 
upon later in the saying. (On the other hand, contrary to some more apophatic 
interpretations of Thomas, there are positive 'christological' assertions in the 
Gospel, as e.g. in GTh 77.8) Also notable here is is the fact that, in contrast to the 
Synoptics where there are two questions (‘who do people say that I am?, about 
the crowds, and ‘who do you say I ап?’ addressed directly to the disciples), 
Thomas has only one question. The single address to the disciples functions to 
distinguish between Thomas on the one hand from the misguided remainder 
of the disciples on the other. 

13.2 Simon Peter said to him, 'You are like a righteous angel.? Peter, like 
Matthew after him, is presumably set up here to give an inadequate answer, 


5 C. Gianotto, ‘Quelques aspects de la polémique anti-juive dans l Évangile selon Thomas’, 
in L. Painchaud & P.-H. Poirier, eds. Colloque internationale: “L Évangile selon Thomas et 
les textes de Nag Hammadi” Québec, 29-31 mai 2003 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 157-173 (169); 
Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘Santiago el Justo y Tomás el Mellizo’, 12. 

Most, Doubting Thomas, 93; similarly, Watson, Gospel Writing, 230. 
So, rightly, N. Perrin, Thomas: The Other Gospel (London: SPCK, 2007), 119, in contrast to е.в. 
Pagels, Beyond Belief, 39-40. 

8 Cf eg. Davies: Jesus is not himself an essential element in salvation, and so, in Thomas, 
Christology per se is actively discouraged’. S.L. Davies, ‘The Christology and Protology of the 
Gospel of Thomas’, JBL 11 (1992), 663-683 (664). 

9 WA. Girgis, 'Greek Loan Words in Coptic (1), Bulletin de la Société d'Archéologie Copte 17 
(1964), 63-73 (68), notes that arrexoc does not tend to have the same ambiguity in Cop- 
tic that it has in Greek, but rather means ‘angel’ (contra Nordsieck, 69; Plisch, 64; Poko- 
my, 53-54). This would not preclude the sense of ‘messenger’ in the Greek Vorlage, how- 
ever, if Greek &yyeAoc stands behind the Coptic. For ‘messenger, see H.-G. Вере, ‘“Werdet 
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namely that Jesus is a subordinate envoy who belongs to the creaturely realm.!? 
Being ‘righteous’, or ‘just’, is presumably positive, although this can be taken in 
a neutral (Ep. Ptol. Fl.) or even negative manner (so 1 Apoc. Jas. CT 1816-25). 
‘Righteous, or ‘just’ (aixatoc) also appears in GTh 12.2 so the word may provide 
an intentional catchword connection. 

The mention of Peter here could be a cipher for a specific document, either 
the Gospel of Mark (associated with Peter by Papias) or the Gospel of Peter™ 
Peter, however, is probably better known at the time of Thomas's composi- 
tion as a leader-figure or representative of the disciples, rather than as the 
embodiment of a written tradition (cf. also СТЬ 114) 12 Jesus’ statement about 
Peter's foundational status in Matthew's Gospel appears precisely in the par- 
allel passage to GTh 13. As such, placing a foolish confession in Peter's mouth 


undercuts the canonical version of the dialogue, as well as his privileged sta- 
tus.13 


13-3 Matthew said to him, ‘You are like a wise philosopher. Again, pre- 
sumably Matthew is portrayed as giving a confession far too demeaning, Sell 
has argued that the three descriptions in 13.2-4 represent ‘ascending orders of 
insight, in which case ‘wise philosopher’ would be closer to the truth than ‘righ- 
teous angel, but this is not clear.!4 As with the reference to Peter, some have 
wondered whether the inclusion of Matthew refers to a written Gospel.) In 


vorübergehende": 


ur Neubearbeitung des Thomasevangeliums für die Synopsis Quat- 


tuor E i Pt i 
Evangeliorum: in p, Aland, ed. Bericht der Hermann Kunst-Stiftung zur Fürderung der 
neutestamentlichen Tex 


Stiftung, 1998), 42- 
is preferable. 
10 This is unlikely to be 4 polemic 
‘The Gospel of Thomas and the 
11 For the former, 


tforschung für die Jahre 1995 bis 1998 (Münster: Hermann Kunst- 
52 (46). We must in the end confess ignorance as to which translation 


against an Antiochene angel christology (pace Quispel, 

м Gospel of the Hebrews’, 380). 

see i Pm 
errin, Thomas: The Other Gospel, 111, and suggested as a possibility in 


Watson, Gospel Writi; 
Рё! Writing, 230 n, 45. On the latter, see Koester, 'Apocryphal and Canonical 
Gospels’, 118-119. 


12 For further criticism of Koester, on both Pete 
‘Santiago el Justo y Tomás el Ms oth Peter 
Trevijano Etch E а 

13 r ja heverria, Santiago el Justo y Tomás el Mellizo’, 109. 

14  JSell, Johannine Traditions inLo c 
Studies 7 (1980), 24-37 (26). 

15 The connection with Matthew, 


and Matthew, see Trevijano Etcheverría, 


Пао, по. 
gion 61 of the Gospel of Thomas’, Perspectives in Religious 


and more forcefully in RJ. Gude is made tentatively in Pagels, Beyond Belief, an 
ness Testimony (Grand Rapids: E am, Jesus and the Eyewitnesses: The Gospels as Eyewit- 

„2 "erdmans, 2006), 236-237. Koester argues that there is а 
reference here to Q, but this must remain at the level of speculation (again, see Koester, 
‘Apocryphal and Canonical Gospely, 18-5; cf. idem, Ancient Christian Gospels, 166-167). 
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this instance the case is more likely because Matthew is not known in earliest 
Christianity as much more than an evangelist!6 In the NT he is merely one of 
the disciples with no special role, and his only additionalsignificance in the cor- 
pus of the ‘Apostolic Fathers’ is in Papias's reference to him as an author (apud 
Eusebius, HE 3.38). It is possible that Matthew's focus on Jesus as teacher is a 
trigger for the reference to Jesus as philosopher.” 

13.4 Thomas said to him, 'Master, my mouth is completely unable to say 
whom you аге like"! We will see from Jesus’ response (in 13.5) that the title 
'master' or 'teacher' is not deemed appropriate, but the ineffability of Jesus' 
identity seems to be the point on which Thomas is correct. Jesus is apparently 
not definable by existing roles within the creaturely realm, and he elsewhere 
gives rather oblique answers to questions of who he is (e.g. GTh 91). We can 
probably assume that Thomas is correct on the point of Jesus’ ineffability,? but 
itis worth remembering that this viewpoint is not clearly endorsed.”° The word 
'mouth' links GTh 13.4 to GTh 14. 

13.5 Jesus said, Тат not your master. Jesus’ rejection of the title 'teache 
'master' (cae) might be influenced by either John 15.15, according to which 
disciples are no longer servants but friends, or by 1John 2.27 (‘you no longer 
need anyone to teach you’), but neither is very obviously referred to nic 
There is a sense of parity between Jesus and Thomas (cf. GTh 108), althoug 
this should not obscure other more transcendent images of Jesus (see ad GTh 
23), and the fact that Thomas still needs further enlightenment from Jesus 1n 
the ‘three words’ in 13.6. On the alleged ‘twin’ theology, see further the comment 
on GTh 108. 


r or 
the 


agrorum " n 
It is not clear why Gianotto sees a reference to the Synoptics more broadly ( 9 
aspects de la polémique’, 169). 

16 For the case, see futher Gathercole, Composition, 169-174. the 


" > i rin 
17 So Pagels, Beyond Belief, 47. Compare also the reference to Jesus as philosophe 


Letter of Mara bar Serapion, and the designation as sophist in Lucian, Peregrini x the 
18 There is an interesting parallel to the language here in the description of Eleleth -- 
Hypostasis of the Archons: ‘For my mouth will not be able to receive (it) i BS E mud 
of his power and the appearance of his face (ravanpo rap naaxponq 28 sre К" 
мӣ neme FHirreqeo)' (Hyp. Arch. 9316- 17). 
19 So Grant & Freedman, 132. as does 
20 Pokorný, 55, is probably correct here that there is a strong suggestion that Tho” 
not endorse the title ‘Christ’. c reacher to 
21 There are plenty of parallels to the device ofa teacher disavowing the status of te: 
identify with his pupils: even an Ignatius can Say TpodhaA@ бшу ac avv5i5aoe d 
(Eph. 3-1), and the author of Barnabas introduces himself, ¿yò бё, 0X dag 818200 
úg eic && оиу (Barn. 1.8; cf. 4.9). 


264 LOGION 13 


13.5 When you drank, you became drunk with the bubbling spring which 
Ihave dug.?? The question here is whether this is a commendation or a rebuke 
of Thomas. Most commentators take it to be a reference to the sobria ebrietas 
of mystical understanding,?* but it is notable that this statement by Jesus 
follows on from the correction of Thomas's view. Thomas has perhaps gone 
too far. The saying goes on to make it clear that Thomas certainly is not yet 
as advanced as he could or ought to be, even though he has drunk from the 
spring.”* The reference to drunkenness suggests ignorance or at least a degree 
of misguidedness here, as in GTh 28 (cf. Thom. Cont. 139,37; Ap. Jas. 3,9). There 
is a parallel in Zostrianus which is perhaps appropriate here: ‘If he apprehends 
the glories, he is perfect; but if he apprehends [two] or one, he is drunk’ (Zost. 
7312—15). This is similar to the situation of Thomas. He has enough knowledge 
to get over-excited, but is not complete. Hence the need now in 13.6 for further 
revelation. 

13.6 And he took him and withdrew, and spoke three words to him. This 
recalls the Prologue, with its reference to private revelation to Thomas, which 
is the basis for Thomas's distinction from the other disciples (cf. Mary in Gos. 
Mary, Judas in Gos. Jud., etc.). What the three words are is unknown, though 
various suggestions have been made. (a) Grant & Freedman, and Ménard, 
propose 'Kaulakau, Saulasau, Zesar’, the three explosive words according to 
the Naassenes (Hippolytus, Ref. 5.8.4; cf. Isa. 28.10, 13);25 (b) Puech proposed 
‘Father, Son, Spirit’ in common with the similar motif in the Coptic fragment 


se argue ü 5 5 
22 Clarys' gues that the verb Wraeiarré should be taken as coming from the root orrs or 


алкє meaning ‘to dig’, yieldi 
» s g ‘to dig, yielding a more natural sense than a reference to a measurement 
of the spring (so e.g. Lambdin 


seh GU Bike), ) See Clarysse, ‘Gospel of Thomas Logion 13, 3-7; Crum, 


istern/ well a: К 91те as an A form; see also Crum, 595a, for examples of qxe with 
e s j : 
ea cb s object. It remains possible, on the other hand, that Jesus is referring to 
€ E p unie Beyani what Jesus ‘measured out’ for him. See also discussion in 
Witetschek, Quellen lebendigen w; : 
Valantasis, 76; Pokorny, 55; ASSETS) 284-259» 
23 a tively aueh as В нен 39. They cite passages which can present drunkenness 
[aite à y nasus. - 548, and Odes Sol. 11.7-8 ('And I drank and was intoxicated by 
= aed emer And my intoxication was not without knowledge, but I 
d da ' © пепо), as well the Philonic passages about the sobria ebrietas 
motif. 
On the spring as а Source of life, see Dise, „_ 


24 i cite И 9 58,13—14, where the language (пиги ecopop 
Repo 2h ova) E d Similar to that of Thomas. The water imagery does not betray 
any clear relationship to John’s gospel, pace E.W. Saunders, ‘A Trio of Thomas Logia, 
44-48. 

25 Grant & Freedman, 134; Menard, go; ср Irenaeus, AH 1.24, where the Basilideans are said 


to have thought that Jesus descended and ascended in the name of Kaulakau. 
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of the Gospel of Bartholomew, but the connection is tenuous.?6 (c) Cullmann 
suggested, rather arbitrarily though only as a possibility, "Way, Truth, Life’, 
which in the absence of other strongly Johannine language is improbable.?7 
(d) Frenschkowski and Nordsieck suggest a three-word phrase expressive of 
the identity between Jesus and Thomas, such as ёүф od sip.?S Gunther also 
thinks the three words have to do with Thomas and his special status.?? (e) Arai 
suggests éyw сос патрі or something like 11.30 (f) Trevijano Etcheverría suggests 
that, in common with other Nag Hammadi texts, the words are speculations 
on the ineffable name of Jesus,*! and DeConick insists that the words must be 
уһ asr "hyh;?? (g) Hedrick floats the possibility of the three elements which 
the ascending soul needs to declare in СТЬ 507? (h) Nordsieck mentions the 
option of ‘Yao, Yao, Yao; as declared by Jesus in Pistis Sophia 136.54 (i) Plisch is 
probably correct, however, that the three words are not identified here in the 
text, and that their secrecy is deliberate.35 Their function here is to ensure that 
Thomas is, in contrast to his previous inebriation and to the other disciples, 
now fully initiated. 

13.7-8 When Thomas returned to his companions, they asked him, ‘What 
did Jesus say to you?’ Thomas said to them, ‘If I tell you one of the words 
which he spoke to me, you would pick up stones and throw them at me” At 
the literary level here, the other disciples would receive Thomas's revelation 
as blasphemy (cf. stoning for blasphemy in Lev. 24.14-16; Jn 10.33; Ас. 6.1 
and 7.57-58). The revelation is thus kept secret because the disciples would 
be self-condemned by their response (and, presumably, because of Thomas's 
reluctance to be stoned). A 'mirror-reading' of this incident is possible (as 
long as the usual cautions are borne in mind), according to which Thomas 
is anathema to the ecclesiastical establishment represented by the disciples, 


26 Puech, 'Collection de Paroles de Jésus récemment retrouvée! 156. See E.A.W. Budge, Coptic 
Apocrypha in the Dialect of Upper Egypt (London: British Museum, 1913), 214- 

27 O. Cullmann, 'Das Thomasevangelium und die Frage nach dem Alter der in ihm enthalte- 
nen Tradition’, TLZ 85 (1960), 320-334 (327). 

28  Frenschkowski, "The Enigma of the Three Words’, 82; Nordsieck, то. 

29 Gunther, Judas Thomas’, 114. 

30 Arai, ‘Zu "Drei Worte" Jesu’, 64-66. 

31  Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘Santiago el Justo y Tomás el Mellizo’, ш. For a survey of older views, 
see Walls, ‘References to Apostles’, 267—268. 

32 DeConick, 85. 

33 Hedrick, 40. 

за ~+Nordsieck, 71. 

35 Рііѕсһ, 65. Nor are they identified in Ac. Thom. 47, which mentions this incident. 
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and so for that reason, it is possible that the Thomas community does not 
actively—or at least indiscriminately— share its knowledge (cf. not giving to 
dogs what is holy or pearls to swine in GTh 937). 

13.8 But fire would come forth from the stones, and burn? you. The fire 
may be related to the same in СТЬ 10 (cf. also Lk. 9.54).?? A parallel to fire 
coming from stones appears in Jdg. 6.21. Again here, perhaps, the theme is 
apparent of the service of the cosmos to the true disciple who rules over it. 


36 


37 


Curiously, the ms. has for ‘burn’ ücpox»ex, with a feminine prefix, while the noun for fire 
ribal error ajacpeaje for ayaqpeaye in Gos. 


(kwer) is masculine. Compare, however, the 
Truth I 25,32. See further Gathercole, Composition, 52-53 (and Part I there more widely) 
for arguments against the view of Guillaumont (‘Les semitismes dans l'Évangile selon 
Thomas’, 196) and DeConick, 15, 84, that the mismatch of gender is a hang-over from an 
Aramaic or Syriac original, in which fire (%Р, or nwr’) is feminine. Such a view requires the 
difficulty of assuming a translation direct from Aramaic into Coptic. Additionally, there 
are Greek words for fire which are feminine (e.g. лор(уу, ФАбЁ), and the theory is also 
rendered difficult by the abundance of Greek loan-words (nine in total) in GTh 13 asa 
whole. 

So Grant & Freedman, 133. 


Logion 14' 


14-1 NEXE IC NAY X. 


CETRO)AHPHHCTEYS TETNAANO HHTN NNOYNOBE 14.2 AYO 
ETETHAA(N)GAVUN CENAPKATAKPING FIHOYTR 14.3 AYO єтєтча)уды+{ CACHMO- 
CYNH ETETHAEIPE HOYKAKOH HHGTHUHX 14.4 AYO ETETNMANBMK ELOYN EKAL 


NIM AYO NTETHMOOME PÜ AXMPA EYYAPNAPAAEXE Мотя METOYNAKAAY 


?^ротӣ OYOMQ nerayxboue пгитоү epioepatieye HHOOY 14.5 NETNABOK rap 
E2OYN РА TETHTAUPO QUA X(OX? A THYTÄ AN AAA пєтїннү EBON EN TETATA- 
про птоҷ nernaxag A THER 


14.1 Jesus said to them, ‘If you fast, you will give birth to sin in yourselves. 
14.2 And if you pray, you will be condemned. 14.3 And if you give alms, you 
will do ill to your spirits. 14.4 And if you go into any region and you travel in 
the districts —if you are received, eat what is set before you. Those who are 
sick among them, heal. 14.5 For whatever goes into your mouth will not defile 
you. Rather, whatever comes out of your mouth —that is what defiles you.’ 


Interpretation 


This saying harks back to GTh 6, where the questions are posed to which 
GTh 14 provides the answers.? The unifying theme of this short discourse is 


1 Bibliography for GTh 14: Giversen, "Questions and Answers in the Gospel according to 
Thomas’; Schrage, Verhältnis, 52-57 Segelberg, ‘Prayer among the Gnostics? The Evidence 
of Some Nag Hammadi Documents, in M. Krause, ed. Gnosis and Gnosticism: Papers Read at 
the Seventh International Confer Studies (NHS 7; Leiden: Brill, 1977). 65-79; 
Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘Las prácticas de piedad en el Evangelio de Tomás, 295-319; Sellew, 
‘Pious Practice and Social Formation’; G. lacopino, ‘Mt 15,1 e Lc 1139-40 nel Vangelo di 
Tommaso’, ASE 13/1 (1996). 85—93: Loader, Jesus’ Attitude Towards the Law, 492-502;]. Schróter, 
Erinnerung an Jesu Worte: Studien zur Rezeption der Logienüberlieferung in Markus, Q und 
Thomas (WMANT 76; Neukirchen: Neukirchener, 1997), 232-236; В. Ого, "Thomas and Oral 
Gospel Tradition’, in idem, ed. Thomas at the Crossroads: Essays on the Gospel of Thomas 
(Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998), 8-32 (22-32); A. Marjanen, ‘Thomas and Jewish Religious 
Practices, in Uro, ed. Thomas at the Crossroads, 163-182; Gianotto, ‘Quelques aspects de la 
polémique anti-juive' 157—173. 


ice on Patristic 


2 This has led Giversen to suppose that there has been some textual transposition leading to 
the separation of from СТЬ 6 from 14.1-3, and he may well be correct. See further the various 
explanations for the separation of questions and answers in Marjanen, ‘Thomas and Jewish 
Religious Practices’, 167—170, and DeConick, 87. In the end, we do not know. 
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negativity towards the disciplines of Jewish piety. 14.1.3 treat the trio of fasting, 
prayer and almsgiving, a traditional combination (cf. e.g. Tob. 12.8; Matt. 6.1- 
18; 2 Clem. 16.4), following which is a criticism of the dietary laws. Rationales 
are provided in each case, though the first three justifications do not appear 
obviously specific to them; the final case is more easily understandable. Some 
have suggested further over-arching rationales, such as (a) the disjunction of 
'religiously settled pious practices as against the itinerancy envisioned by these 
seekers"? similarly, Gianotto states that this traditional piety is in conflict with 
Thomas's own different asceticism.* Also possible is (b) a kind of "Protestant" 
view that rituals or institutions have the potential to damage inward spiritual- 
ity.5 Plisch’s view (c) is similar, except that it attributes the criticism to a specific 
source, namely Matthew 6.9 (Other literary explanations might note the priori- 
tising in 2 Clem. 16.4, or the Pauline idea that placing oneself under the works 
of the Law can bring a curse in Gal. 3.10.) For Davies, (d) prayer and the repen- 
tance implied in fasting are misguided because Thomasine disciples 'exist in 
a mythical time before sin came into being? Relatedly, (e) the presence of the 
kingdom may render useless those practices which express a desire for what has 
already come.? If there is an overarching rationale, this last is perhaps nearest 
the mark. Fasting, prayer and almsgiving aim in some sense to 'spread' or'bring 
in’ the kingdom, and so imply that it is not yet fully in existence: similar implicit 
denials are also found in Thomas, and receive harsh criticism (GTh 51; 113). 
This saying is almost without parallel in the intensity of its criticism of 
traditional Jewish practices.? As Gianotto has put it, Thomas is 'totalement 
négative' towards prayer, alms and fasting because they are not merely useless 
but harmful. (In this respect, GTh 14 is different from GTh 6, where this is 


Valantasis, 79. 


3 

4 Gianotto, 'Quelques aspects de la polémique: 163- 

5 Hedrick, 41; cf. also Pokorný, 57- 

6 Plisch, 67. 

7 Davies, The Gospel of Thomas: Annotated and Explained, 16. 

8 Grant & Freedman, 134-135, observe that fasting is pointless because the kingdom is 
present; similarly, for Loader, 'immediacy renders prayer unnecessary’ ( Jesus' Attitude 
Towards the Law, 494). 

9 Thomas's view is stronger than that in Didache 8, where it is traditional ways of praying, or 
prayer on a particular day, that are condemned. Or again, Ignatius talks of those who have 
abandoned the Eucharist and prayer (Smyrn. 6.2/ 7-1), the latter presumably in the sense 
of ‘prayer in episcopally sanctioned assemblies’. 

10  Gianotto, ‘Quelques aspects de la polémique’, 161—162; cf. Marjanen, 'Thomas and Jewish 


Religious Practices; 170. 
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not stated.) Marjanen provides a helpful spectrum of second-century views 
of Jewish practices, from observance, to modification of detail, to complete 
reconceptualisation, to rejection (as well as silence).! On the spectrum of 
second-century views of such things, this lies at the extreme negative end, with 
Prodicus who rejected prayer (Strom. 7.7.41), and probably the attitude to prayer 
in the Gospel of Philip." Even next to these, however, Thomas goes further in 
describing such practices as harmful. 

In GTh 14.4-5, the scene appears to shift to the mission of the Thomas 
movement. Apart from the reference to healing the sick, however, Jesus is still 
(implicitly) answering the questions of GTh 6: now the last question (Co: ‘What 
diet shall we observe?') is addressed. 


Notes 


14.1 If you fast, you will give birth to sin in yourselves. Fasting is never quite 
valued positively in Thomas, though nowhere else is it so negative. In GTh 6, 
along with prayer and almsgiving, fasting is relativised. In GTh 104 Jesus rejects 
the disciples' suggestion of fasting (and prayer), while perhaps allowing for it 
in some sense ‘when the bridegroom leaves the bridal chamber’. The sayings 
about ‘fasting to the world’ (GTh 27) and social fasting (GTh 69) are rather 
more positive, though the former is probably not a literal kind of fasting but 
a spiritualised version, and the latter is not called fasting: it is not fasting in 
the traditional sense, accompanying prayer or mourning, for example. This 
comports exactly with the way in which fasting is treated in the Shepherd 
of Hermas: in one place, fasting along traditional lines is forbidden (Herm. 
54 [Sim. 5.1]), and Herm. 56 (Sim. 5.3) explicitly reinterprets fasting in the 
direction of social fasting. Thomas's consequence of ‘giving birth to sin’ can 
be compared with the view that pregnant Desire ‘gives birth to sin; with the 
ultimate consequence of death, in James 1.15. There is an ironic reversal of 
the norm: rather than accompanying repentance from sin, in Thomas fasting 
actually leads to sin. 


11 Marjanen, ‘Thomas and Jewish Religious Practices’, 165. 
12 Thus Segelberg sees the claim of Clement about Prodicus supported by Thomas and the 
Gospel of Philip (‘Prayer among the Gnostics?’, 68). 


270 LOGION 14 


14.2 And if you pray, you will be condemned. This is a similarly stark, and 
remarkable, statement. The mentions of prayer in Thomas are more mixed than 
is the case with fasting, however: in addition to the relativising in GTh 6 and 
ambiguity of 104, GTh 73 is quite different: 'Ask the lord to send workers out 
into the harvest’ (cf. Matt. 9.38/ Lk. 10.2).!? It seems likely, however, that GTh 14.2 
marks a departure from this traditional stance. Loader notes the possibility that 
itis only particular forms of prayer which are rejected, but Thomas appears to 
be saying something stronger than this.!^ There are parallels to such a negative 
view, as in Prodicus and the Gospel of Philip; the latter radically redefines 
prayer by saying that it is not something appropriate in this world, but belongs 
instead—presumably in a completely reconceptualised form—to ‘the other 
aeon’!5 It may well be that Thomas shares a similar view. This will be explored 
further later under GTh 104 (and see Introduction, 810.3, above), but at the 
moment it is sufficient to note the uncompromising stand against prayer in 
anything like its traditional form. The content of the condemnation is unclear, 
however. 

14.3 And if you give alms, you will do ill to your spirits. Almsgiving termi- 
nology per se does not appear again after GTh 6 and 14. The idea is present, 
however, in much more positive terms in GTh 69.2 ('Blessed are those who 
hunger so that they may fill the belly of the one who desires’) and GTh gg (‘If 
you have money, do not lend it at interest; rather, give it to one from whom you 
will not receive it back’). The change of vocabulary here might again result from 
arejection of almsgiving in a traditional sense of giving to anyone who is needy, 
and a reconceptualisation of it as serving the needs specifically of those in the 
Thomas movement. 

14.4 If you go into any region and you travel in the districts. The scene 
seems to shift at 14.4 to the mission of the Thomas movement. Apart from the 
reference to healing the sick, however, Jesus is still (implicitly) answering the 
questions of GTh 6: now the last question (‘What diet shall we observe?) is 
addressed. 

This saying has proven difficult for interpreters in that, maximally, it may 
imply a whole conception of missionary itinerancy (cf. GTh 73; perhaps 31 
and 33, though not 5o and probably not 42).'° At the other extreme, Uro has 
commented that it might mean little more than mobility, and ‘mobility does 


13 This saying is also atypical in its use of the title ‘lord’. 

14 Loader, Jesus’ Attitude to the Law, 501. Loader himself rejects this view (494). 
15 Gos. Phil. 52,25-35. 

16 See e.g. Patterson, Gospel of Thomas, 158-170 (and passim). 
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not necessarily mean itinerancy.! It is very difficult to be definite about a 
background of Wanderradikalismus here, but there is certainly a missionary 
outlook of some kind. 

Scholars have also discussed the implications of the terms клр and харх, 
which are vague and therefore difficult to translate: Axwpa, however, probably 
implies rural areas (cf. the méAt¢ in Lk. 10.8):9 7 Clement 42.4 seems to contrast 
хора and móAt. But this does not necessarily point to a rural provenance, 
because the regions and districts are the implied destinations of the audience. 
One might even conclude from this fact that Thomas reflects an urban setting, 
but this would also be to push the evidence too far. 

14.4 If you are received, cat what is set before you. This command (cf. Lk. 
10.8; 1Cor. 10.27) already anticipates the stance towards clean/unclean foods 
about to be mentioned in 14.5. It seems implicitly to contradict a notion of 
vegetarianism in Thomas. 

14-4 Those who are sick among them, heal. This does not belong here in 
the treatment of the questions from GTh 6, but is linked with the missionary 
material earlier in 14.4: the connection appears also in Matthew 10.8-10 and 
Luke 10.7-9. Luke and Thomas are rather closer to one another than they 
are to Matthew. As far as the meaning of ‘healing’ is concerned, it is unclear 
whether for Thomas cure of bodies or of souls is envisaged. A both/and is 
unlikely, at least in this particular saying. Grant & Freedman, and Popkes, think 
that the healing motif here is exceptional, and an insignificant relic resulting 
from Lukan influence.'? Probably more likely is that this statement would be 
interpreted by readers in spiritual terms. 

14.5 For whatever goes into your mouth will not defile you. Rather, what- 
ever comes out of your mouth—that is what defiles you. Cf. Mk 7.15/ Matt. 
1511 (and Mk 748, 20/ Matt. 15.17-18);2? the word ‘mouth’ also connects GTh 13- 
14. Defilement is not mentioned elsewhere in Thomas, and the question of the 
uncleanness of foods does not feature again outside of GTh 6 and 14 (cf. 89). The 
clear sense here is that any traditional scruples that food might defile are dis- 
missed. In contrast, speech is prioritised. This is the same sequence as one finds 
in GTh 6, where the question of diet is ignored by Jesus, who exhorts the reader 


17 R. Uro, ‘The Social World of the Gospel of Thomas’, in J.Ma. Asgeirsson, A.D. DeConick & 
R. Uro, eds. Thomasine Traditions in Antiquity: The Social and Cultural World of the Gospel 
of Thomas (NHMS 59; Leiden: Brill, 2005), 19-38 (26). 

18 Nordsieck, 77, comments on the contrast with Luke. 

19 Popkes, Menschenbild, 41; cf. Grant & Freedman, 135. 

20 Тлотаѕіѕ probably dependent upon Matthew here. See Gathercole, Composition, 178-179. 


272 LOGION 14 
instead not to lie, and to observe the negative form of the golden rule. A few 
other places give attention to the character of speech which is enjoined upon 
the elect disciples. In addition to the instruction to ‘preach from the rooftops’ 
(GTh 33), GTh 45.2 probably implies that the good person bringing forth good 
fruit from his store house is a reference to speech, given that when the evil 
person does the opposite, he 'speaks evil things' (45.3). The corrupting effect 
of evil speech is a widely recognised phenomenon (cf. e.g. Jas 3.5-8). 


Logion 15! 


NEXE 1С XE LOTAN € HO)JAHHAY єпєтє ANOYXNOY EBON PR Tepme пєрт` 


THYTR €XH пєтаго ATETROYWQT ма HeTHRHAY NE NeTAEIOT 


Jesus said, ‘When you see the one not born of woman, prostrate yourselves 
on your faces and worship him. That one is your Father? 


Interpretation 


This saying is the first clear instance of the theme of visionary experience in 
Thomas.” As DeConick has argued on the basis of GTh 59 (‘look at the living one 
while you are alive, lest you die and you seek to see him, but are not able to see’), 
this is not confined to postmortem experience. Elsewhere, preparation for the 
vision involves a metaphorical ‘Sabbath’ observance, looking at the living one, 
and stripping, which suggest a rigorous discipline as a prerequisite. (See further 
below on GTh 27, 37 and 59 ad locc.) This saying is concerned, by contrast, with 
the ‘etiquette’ prescribed when one Aas seen a vision of the Father3 


Notes 


When you see the one not born of woman. The phrase ‘one born of woman isa 
standard idiom for a human being (Job 14.1; 15.14; 25.4; Matt. 111/ Lk. 7.28/ СТЬ 
46), perhaps especially a human qua mortal.* Having been born of a woman 
may, in Thomas's view, be a contributory factor to the poverty of humanity if 
GTh 101.3 assigns a negative quality to human maternity (see ad loc. below). 


Bibliography for GTh 15: DeConick, Seek to See Him, 99-100. 

Elsewhere, blindness or lack of sight is lamented (GTh 28.3; 13.4). 
DeConick, 92; cf. eadem, Voices of the Mystics: Early Christian Discourse in the Gospels of 
John and Thomas and Other Ancient Christian Literature (Sheffield Academic Press, 2001), 89; 
Grosso, 141. 

4 See the various passages in Plisch, 68-69. Less likely, since sin is not a prominent theme in 
Thomas, is the human qua sinner (Grant & Freedman, 135); Nordsieck, 81 and Hedrick, 44, 
suggest human frailty. 
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Hedrick and Grosso relate this saying to the anti-female content of GTh n45 
The 'Father' in this saying, by contrast, is clearly positively valued. 

Prostrate yourselves on your faces and worship him. In contrast to require- 
ments before vision, the focus here is on the glories of that experience, which 
are to be expressed in worship. The language of worship here is strikingly tradi- 
tional, but Valantasis notes that the prostration may be metaphorical.? There 
is no mysticism in the sense of a blurring of the identities of visionary and 


Father. The *worship' language reinforces the distinction rather than removing 


it. Hedrick's statement that this statement excludes the worship of Jesus goes 


beyond what is written.* 


That one is your Father. On the Father in Thomas, see above on 3.4. The 
theme of the Father as one unborn is common in the Nag Hammadi literature. 


‘The Father’ is also the object of vision in GTh 27.2 (‘Unless you observe the 


Sabbath, you will not see the Father’) and СТЬ 59 (looking at, swar fica, and 
seeing, 'the living опе”). There is variation, however: in GTh 37, the vision is 
of Jesus; GTh 84 talks of the elect seeing their pre-existent images. The word 
‘father’ may link СТ 15 to GTh 16. і 


a 
5 Hedrick, 44; Grosso, 141, 
с human beings fallin, 
СЕ d Ni Min g en their faces before God or the angel of the Lord in Gen. 17.3; Lev. 
9.24; | ims тё ac 22-31 Josh, 5.14; 7-6; 1 Chr. 21.16; 2 Chr. 20.18; Ezek. 1.28; 3.23; 9.8; 1.13; 
43-3; ud « 17-9; 29:39; Lk. 5.12, Cf, 2Sam. 14.4, 22 (before human kings). 
7 Valantasis, 82. 
Hedrick, 44. 
See e.g. Tri. Trac. 151,27-3 and further references in H.W. Attridge & E. Pagels, Nag Hammadi 
Codex I (The Jung Codex): Notes (NHs 23; Leiden: Brill, 1985), 222. 


a 


Logion 16' 


16.1 NEXE IC XE TAXA єүмєсүє Rot PPWHE XE Rraetet ємоүҳє ÑOYEIPHNH 
€XMH пкоснос 16.2 Aya» CECOOYN AN XE HTAGUGL ANOYXE HPHTUDPX! єхн NKA? 
OYKMET OYCHYE оүполенос 16.3 OYA {оү rà p naayxp[ne] әй oyne оүй @oNT 
NAMATE EXN CHAY AVC CHAY EXA ONT NEWT EXA паунрв AY@ naype exi 
пет 16.4 AYV CENAWPE EPATOY evo HMONAXOC 


16.1 Jesus said, ‘Perhaps people think that I have come to bring peace upon 
the world. 16.2 They do not know that I have come to bring divisions on the 
earth— fire, sword, war. 16.3 For there will b[e] five in a house, and three will 
be against two, and two against three; father against son, and son against 
father. 16.4 And they will stand as solitary." 


Interpretation 


The principal interpretative debate over this saying (parr. Matt. 10.34-36; Lk. 
12.51-53) concerns the meaning of ‘house’ in 16.3, and what follows from that. 
Valantasis takes (1) the more literal approach, seeing the house as the family 
or household: the point then is that the family is not the 'base community in 
which the new subjectivity develops’? On the other hand, Grant & Freedman 
note the possibility of (2) an anthropological interpretation, according to which 
the house is the individual human.3 DeConick combines (3) both: the ‘fire, 
sword, and war' in 16.2 represent 'the interior battle with the passions, the 
demons that thwart the advancement of the soul’, whereas the disruption in 
16.3 is of the family.^ The references to the ‘world’ and ‘earth’ as the sphere 
of Jesus’ coming and dividing in 161-2 suggest that earthly institutions—in 
this case, specifically the household—are more likely to be what are disrupted 


1 Bibliography for GTh 16: Schrage, Verhältnis, 57-61; P.-H. Poirier, ‘L'Évangile selon Thomas 
(log. 16 et 23) et Aphraate (Оет. ХУШ, 10-11); in (no editor), Mélanges Antoine Guillaumont: 
Contributions à l'étude des christianismes orientaux, avec une bibliographie du dédicataire 


(Geneva: Patrick Cramer, 1988), 15-18. See also bibliography for the Appended Note on 
HOHAXOC. 


Valantasis, 83. 
Grant & Freedman, 137. 
4 DeConick, 93, 96. 
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by the fire, sword and war, and the possibility raised (admittedly very tenta- 
tively) by Grant & Freedman that the 'five' in the house are the senses is very 
unlikely. 

Jesus' disruption of worldly institutions stands in apparent contrast to his 
concern for the recovery of primordial unity and for the dissolution of spiritual 
dualities, but the tension is easily solved: the primordial unity to be effected 
by Jesus is personal and individual rather than social. The theme of standing 
in 16.4 has the force of an assurance that, despite social ostracism or chaos, 
in ultimate terms disciples are secure.? Their solitariness (see appended note 
below, on моньхос) is precisely a marker of their elect status. 


Notes 


16.1 Perhaps people think that I have come to bring peace upon the world. It 
was the expectation of the Messiah that he would bring peace (e.g. Isa. 11.1210), 
and such is indeed reflected elsewhere in the Synoptics (Lk. 1.78—79; 2.10-14, 
etc.). Indeed, Jesus commends peace-makers in GTh 48 (cf. Matt. 5.9), and 
there is Thomas's great stress on the recovery of primordial unity initiated by 
Jesus' revelation. Nevertheless, social conflict —specifically opposition against 
Thomas disciples from outsiders—is also an important result of Jesus' ministry 
for Thomas. 

16.2 They do not know that I have come to bring divisions on the earth. 
This confirms the implication in 16.1 about the ignorance of humanity (cf. 
GTh 28, 113). There are also christological implications to this saying: the use 
of the ‘I have come’ + purpose carries the sense of Jesus’ pre-existence and 
his standing over against the world.6 In this case what he brings upon the 


world stands in some contrast to the theme of Jesus’ inculcation of cosmic 
unity found elsewhere in Thomas 
‘divider’). 

16.2 Fire, sword, war. Luke has 
is distinctive to Thomas. It is 


(e.g. GTh 72, where Jesus denies being a 


‘fire’ (12.49), Matthew has ‘sword’ (10.34), ‘war’ 
probably merely a gloss on ‘sword’, explaining the 
metaphor, even if it is with another metaphor. The overall effect of all three 
terms is to make even more vivid the earlier reference to ‘divisions’. 


5 See eg, the parallels adduced in M.A. Williams, The Immovable Race: A Gnostic Designation 
and the Theme of Stability in Late Antiquity (NHS 29; Leiden: Brill, 1985), 88-91. 
6 See Gathercole, Preexistent Son, passim. 
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16.3 For there will be five in a house and three will be against two, and two 
against three; father against son, and son against father. Some have seen the 
reference merely to father and son here, when ‘five’ family members have been 
noted, as Thomas making a mess of the saying;? Quispel by contrast remarked 
that mention of women was suppressed to leave the father and son unmarried.8 
(Father' may also function as a catchword connection to GTh 15.) The latter is 
not probable evidence for Thomas's secondary character vis-à-vis Luke, though 
arguments for Thomas's primitivity on the basis of its form-critical simplicity 
are not convincing either.” 

16.4 And they will stand. DeConick sees the ‘standing’ here as reflecting the 
worshipful position of angels,'? but this would be strange after an injunction in 
СТЬ 15 to prostrate oneself in worship (even if the prostration is metaphorical), 
and the etiquette of worship is not in view in this saying. Grosso rightly argues 
that standing is a symbol of the strength which the elect disciples possess in 
their position and status acquired." The language of ‘standing’ in Thomas is 
sometimes used in an unremarkable way (GTh 75, 99). Here and in GTh 23 
(cf. also GTh 28), however, there may be a more theologically loaded sense 
because of the association with salvation. Williams has shown that ‘standing’ 
is of importance elsewhere in Nag Hammadi texts, with connotations of ‘tran- 
scendent immobility’ in Three Steles of Seth, and ‘internal, noetic immobility’ 
in Zostrianus.'? One might also adduce the Pseudo-Clementine parallel, where 
Simon Magus has the title of'Standing one' (Stans), interpreted there as mean- 
ing ‘that he can never be dissolved’, ‘as though he cannot fall by any corruption’ 
(Recogn. 2.7.2—3). As such, the principal sense here is adamantine solidity and 
everlasting duration, which fits well in the context. 

16.4 As solitary. The principal connotation of the controverted monaxoc here 
in GTh 16 is that of separation. As Popkes rightly says, the force of monaxoc is 
primarily negative, about losing family rather than making a constructive point 
about Thomas's anthropology. In the Appended Note below, it is evident that 
this is perhaps the dominant sense of the word overall in Thomas (as well as 


7 Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 182-184. 

8 С. Quispel, Makarius, das Thomasevangelium und das Lied von der Perle (NovTSuppS: 
Leiden: Brill, 1967), 108. 

9 See the discussion in Gathercole, Composition, 55—56. 

10 DeConick, 98-99. 

11 Grosso, 143. 

12 Williams, Immovable Race, 35, 98, and, on ‘standing’, passim, esp. 35-57, 71-98, 104-1. 

13 Popkes, Menschenbild, 156. 
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in Dial. Sav.), and this certainly fits with GTh 16, in which the division by Jesus 
leads to the separation of the disciples from (at least part of) their families, 
which does not necessarily mean absolute celibacy.'* Rejection of or by parents, 
for example, would not entail lifelong singleness. 


Appended Note: nouaxoc in the Gospel of Thomas!* 
The term uonaxoc appears three times in Thomas: 
16.4 ‘And they will stand as solitary (Anonaxoc). 


49.1 Jesus said, ‘Blessed are the solitary (ttionaxoc) and elect, for you will 
find the kingdom’ 


| 75 Jesus said, 'Many are standing at the door, but only the solitary (йно- 
naxoc) will enter the bridal chamber. 


There are also a number of instances of the phrase ova oywr in the sense of 
‘one’ (GTh 4.3; 22.5; 23.2). (See comment above on 4.3.) The word Honaxoc has 


14 R. Uro, ‘Asceticism and Anti-Familial Language in the Gospel of Thomas’, іп Н. Moxnes, 
ed. Constructing Early Christian Families: Family as Social Reality and Metaphor (London: 
Routledge, 1997), 216-234 (225). 

15 Bibliography for Appended Note: E.A. Judge, "he Earliest Use of monachos for Monk 
(P. Coll. Youtie 77) and the Origins of Monasticism, JAC 20 (1977), 72-89; M. Harl, ‘A propos 
des logia de Jésus: Le sens du mot povayds, Revue des études grecques 73 (1960), 464- 
474; F-E. Morard, ‘Monachos, Moine: Histoire du terme grec jusqu'au 4* siecle, Freiburger 
| Zeitschrift für Philosophie und Theologie 20 (1973), 332-411; F.-E. Morard, ‘Monachos: une 
| importation sémitique en Égypte? Quelques aperçus nouveaux; in E.A. Livingstone, ed. 
Studia Patristica XII (Berlin: Akademie, 1975), 242- 246; Е-Е. Morard, ‘Encore Réflections 
sur Monachos; VC 34 (1980), 395—401; Poirier, ‘I! Évangile selon Thomas (log. 16 et 23), 15-18; 
б. Quispel, ‘L Évangile selon Thomas et les origines de Гаѕсёѕе chrétienne; in (no editor), 
Aspects duJudéo-Christianisme: Colloque de Strasbourg. 23—25 Avril i964 (Paris: Presses Uni- 
versitaires de France, 1965), 37—41; Klijn, "The "Single One" in the Gospel of Thomas; 271- 
278; DeConick, Recovering the Original Gospet of Thomas, 185—191; S.H. Griffith, '"Singles" 
in God's Service: Thoughts on the Ihidaye from the Works of Aphrahat and Ephraem the 
Syrian, The Harp: A Review of Syriac and Oriental Studies 4 (1991), 145-159; Popkes, Men- 
schenbild des Thomasevangeliums, 147-211; D.F. Bumazhnov, ‘Some Further Observations 
Concerning the Early History of the Term роуаҳёс̧, in J. Baun, A. Cameron, MJ. Edwards & 

M. Vinzent, eds. Studia Patristica XLV (Leuven: Peeters, 2010), 21-26. 
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been a source of some debate in Thomas scholarship, and in short, there are 
four principal options for its interpretation. 


(1) 


(2) 


16 
17 
18 


19 
20 


21 
22 
23 


24 


Spiritually unified, rather than divided. Harl argues that the term is expli- 
cable on the basis of the Hebrew OT and its subsequent translations, and 
that it is connected to е] concept biblique des yehidim’.'6 She also sees 
an analogous definition in Ps.-Dionysius, where povayóç is not about being 
solitary but having a life "indivisibilis et singularis, being unified.” Simi- 
larly, Ménard remarks that the phrase refers to a monk, as someone who has 
rediscovered his primordial unity. Popkes takes a similar view, highlight- 
ing the eradication of the individual characteristics of human existence, 
especially gender differentiation, an eradication which is achieved by the 
return to the divine unity.!? 

'Single' in the sense of renouncing sexuality. This view is especially associ- 
ated with С. Quispel, who comments that ‘le monachos est “un” vierge, un 
célibataire,?? and DeConick, who glosses the term, ‘bachelor’?! or ‘celibate 
person..”? One of the principal reasons for this is the Syriac term i/tidaya, 
which has had an important impact on the debate.?? Quispel and DeCon- 


ick among others both propose that the Greek/ Coptic is a translation of 
Syriac ihidaya.?* 


Harl, 'À propos des logia de Jésus) 474: cl. 464—465. 

Harl, 'À propos des logia de Jésus; 473- 

J.E. Ménard, ‘La tradition synoptique et T Évangile selon Thomas; in F. Paschke, J. Dum- 
mer, J. Irmscher & K. Treu, eds. Überlicferungsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen (Berlin: 
Akademie, 1981), 411-426 (413). 
Popkes, Menschenbild, 209. 
Quispel, 'L' Évangile selon Thoma 


>t les origines de'ascése chrétienne’, 38; cf. idem, ‘Das 
Thomasevangelium und das Alte Testament} in (no editor), Neotestamentica et Patristica: 
Eine Freundesgabe Herrn Prof. Dr. Oscar Cullmann zu seinem бо. Geburtstag Überreicht 
(Leiden: Brill, 1962), 243-248 (244). 

DeConick, Voices of the Mystics, 100. 

DeConick, 98. 

For discussion, see the very useful summary in Griffith, 'Singles in God's Service. He 
discusses the usage in Aphrahat and Ephrem, and notes that the term does not appear in 
the Odes of Solomon or the Acts of Thomas, while raising the possibility of its appearance 
in the Vorlage of Thomas. I am grateful to Dr J.F. Coakley for this reference. The most 
recent discussion, with some up-to-date bibliography, is D.F. Bumazhnov, ‘Some Further 
Observations’. 


Quispel, ‘Das Thomasevangelium und das Alte Testament’, 244. 
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(3) Separated and solitary. Leipoldt translates the term ‘Einzelganger,?° and 
similarly, Haenchen sees the term referring primarily to someone who has 
loosened their ties to the world.?e 

(4) Some combination of these. Leloir, for example, incorporates (1) and (2) 
into his definition, with the term not yet referring to one living in solitude? 
For Klijn, incorporating (1) and (2) is not the mere accumulation of two 
ideas, but rather involves the unification into an androgynous identity?* 
Morard sees the term reflecting the characteristics of Jewish-Christian 
and Syrian asceticism, 'celles d'un élu, d'un séparé, d'un célibataire??? 
Her later definition also includes the sense of wanting a 'retour à son 
unification premiére'3? Poirier has pointed out that Aphrahat combines 
multiple senses, such that the unmarried are described as one spirit and 
one intellect.?! 


One of the difficulties lies in the fact that, as Morard has shown, the pre- 
Christian classical sense of the term is not confined to one of these senses. 
She gives three senses in Classical usage: 'un étre unique en son genre' (like 
the sun or the moon), “ап étre solitaire, isolé par rapport à d'autres' (like an 
island called Monaché separated from the archipelago to which it belongs; cf. 
“з” above), and “ап être simple, unifié’ (cf. “1” above).?? The papyri interestingly 
attest to the same three senses.33 

How are we to decide from these options? 

Probably the least likely of the three options above is (2). Uro has criticised 
the alleged Syriac background to this concept as anachronistic.?* DeConick 
has responded to Uro by appealing to 'this word's clear linguistic heritage with 


25 Leipoldt, Evangelium nach Thomas, 59; cf. A. Gagné, ‘Jésus, la lumière et le Père Vivant. 
Principe de gémellité dans l Évangile selon Thomas. Apocrypha 23 (2013), 209-221 (216): 
‘solitaire’. 

26 Haenchen, Botschaft, 69. 

27 _ L.Leloir, ‘Infiltrations dualistes chez les Pères du désert, іп]. Ries, Y. Janssens & J.-M. Sevrin, 
eds, Gnosticisme et monde hellenistique (Louvain: Université Catholique de Louvain, 1982), 

326-336 (331). 

28 Klijn, Single One’, 271-278. 

29 Morard, Monachos, Moine’, 377. 

30 Morard, ‘Encores quelques réflections! 399. 

31 Poirier, L Évangile selon Thomas (log. 16 et 23), citing Dem. 18.11. 

32 Morard, ‘Monachos, Moine’, 340. 

33 Morard, ‘Monachos, Moine’, 346. 

34 Uro, ‘Asceticism and Anti-Familial Language, 224-225; cf. Judge, "The Earliest Use of 
monachos, 87. 
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reference to singlehood and celibacy^?* namely the point that it is the ‘Greek 
translation of the Syriac term iAiidaja'?* It is odd, however, to call this a ‘heritage’, 
when the Syriac term first appears two centuries after the Gospel of Thomas. The 
problem of the lateness of the Syriac (and Greek) parallels cannot be avoided.57 

More positively, one analogy which is useful is the occurrence of monoxoc 
(sic) in the Dialogue of the Saviour, which is often compared with Thomas. 
There it appears in the paired phrase ‘the elect and мнонохос' (120,26), and 
where the Father is addressed as the one who is the ‘thought and complete 
serenity of aaonoxoc' (121,18): the passage goes on: 'Again, hear us just as you 
heard your elect’ (121,18—20). It is thus another way of referring to the disciples, 
with a close association with the title ‘the elect.38 

This comports very well with the sense in Thomas, where all three instances 
make very good sense as meaning 'separated from the rest (sc. of human- 
ity), like Isle Monaché mentioned above. In GTh 16, Jesus has brought about 
division, such that the disciple is separated from his other family members. 
In GTh 49, we have the same connection with election: Jesus' separating act 
means that as a result of being elect they are solitary, separated. In GTh 75, 
there is a contrast between ‘the many’ and the monachoi, again suggesting that 
those belonging to the Thomas movement are a minority, separated from oth- 
ers. 

This sense may also fit with the usage in the roughly contemporaneous 
Barnabas and Hermas, which attack those who isolate themselves from the 
community, using the verb povaZew in a negative way. The former warns against 
separating oneself from the community (p) хоб’ &avxobc ёуд0уоутєс pováčete) 
as if one had no need for further edification (Barn. 410); Hermas talks of 
those who have separated themselves from the community and live apart 
(pov&tovcec), denying Jesus and destroying themselves (Herm. 103 [Sim. 9.26].3). 
The point here is a linguistic one, rather than an identification of the Thomas 
movement as those who separated from Hermas's community.?? 


35 DeConick, Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas, 191 n. 25. 

36 DeConick, Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas, 190. 

37 Popkes, Menschenbild, 150. 

38  Onthis association, see the helpful discussion in Gagné, Jésus, la lumière et le Père Vivant, 
216-218. 

39 One might also note the povodpevot who philosophise in povaotyptc in Philo, Contempl. 25, 
30. 
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This meaning, that of (3) above, is suggested as the primary sense of Honaxoc 
in Thomas which term then may have been seen as especially appropriate 
given its other potential connotations. The probability of other nuances having 
attached themselves in Thomas seems especially likely given the irony in GTh 
75, with the 'solitaries' (or, 'single ones') going into the bridal chamber. 

Finally we should address the question of whether it is likely that the term 
uonaxoc goes back to the second-century Greek version of Thomas. The first 
use of povæyóç as a noun in the sense of ‘monk’ does not appear until the 
fourth century? and Popkes is right to observe that the word povayóç does 
not survive in any of the Greek fragments.*! This can in part be explained by 
happenstance, as the Greek does not survive for any of the sayings which in 

Coptic have the word. The problem is resolved, however, when it is recognised 
that uonaxoc may well in Thomas be functioning as an adjective, not as a noun. 
Quispel remarked, "The Gospel of Thomas is the first writing in the history of 
the universe to use the noun *monachos""?? It is often difficult to tell whether 
a Coptic word is a noun or an adjective, however. Indeed, the phrase 'blessed 
are the monachoi and elect’ (eeuna ka pioc ne nuonaxoc ayw ercorrr) in GTh 49 
suggests that it might well not be functioning as a noun. If one encountered 
the phrase ‘elect monacho: (something like Anonaxoc єтсотп) then one might 
assume that монахос was a noun. In fact, however, we see the two words joined 
with an “апа”: ‘blessed are the solitary and elect’. (Indeed, the beatitudes in 
Matthew and Luke most commonly employ adjectives and participles.) The 
point should not be pressed, but if it is right, it removes any difficulty with a 
Greek Vorlage at a stroke, because Greek роуоҳёс is attested as an adjective from 
the time of Aristotle and Epicurus.*? This also means that appeal to a Syriac 
Vorlage for the term here is unnecessary, in addition to its other problems.* 


40 See Judge, "The Earliest Use of monachos". 

41 Popkes, Menschenbild, 152. 

42 G. Quispel, ‘The Gospel of Thomas Revisited’, in B. Barc, ed. Colloque International sur les 
textes de Nag Hammadi (Quebec: Université Laval, 1981), 218-266 (237). 

43 See the evidence in Morard, ‘Monachos, Moine’, 338-340. Judge, "The Earliest Use of 
monachos, 86, notes that the adjective is common, ‘notably in Plotinus’. The TLG shows 
that it appears there 7 times. 

44 See Gathercole, Composition, 56-57- 


Logion 17' 


пєхє IC xe pua анти Fürere Ane BAX HAY epog ayw nere Ane MAAXe 


сотмеєч` ayw nere Are сах CHOW| aya Rrieqei eepat рї PUT PPONE 
Jesus said, ‘Iwill give vou what eye has not seen, and what ear has not heard, 
and what hand has not touched, nor has it ascended to the heart of man.’ 


Interpretation 


This is a saying with a great number of parallels? Much about the rela- 
tionships among the e 


ant sources remains obscure. Some points are 
accessible, however. Prior to Thomas, there probably existed a free-floating 
idiomatic Jewish saying about ‘what eye had not seen’, etc. This was con- 
structed from raw materials in Isa. 64.3 + 65.16. This Jewish saying surfaces inde- 
pendently in Pseudo-Philo (LAB 26.13) and Paul (1Cor. 2.9). It is modified by 
Paul in a soteriological direction, and this exerts an influence upon—among 


1 Bibliography for GTh 17: Gärtner, Theology of the Gospel of Thomas, 147-149; Nagel, 'Erwügun- 
gen zum Thomas-Evangelium’ 368 476; M.E. Stone & J. Strugnell, The Books of Elijah: Parts 1-2 
(Missoula: Society of Biblical Literature, 1979), 42-73; l. Dunderberg, John and Thomas in 
Conflict, in J.D. Turner, & A. McGuire, The Nag Hammadi Library after Fifty Years: Proceedings 
of the 1995 Society of Biblical Literature Commemoration (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 361-380 (365- 
370); W.D. Stroker, Extracanonical Sayings of Jesus (Atlanta: Scholars, 1989), 184-186; Saunders, 
‘A Trio of Thomas Logia’, 49-55; S.J. Patterson, ‘Paul and the Jesus Tradition: It is Time for 
another Look, НТК 84 (1991), 23-41; R. lrevijano Etcheverría, ‘La valoración de los dichos 
no canónicos: el caso de 1Cor. 2.9 y Ev Tom log. 17’, in E. Livingstone, ed. Studia Patristica 


XXIV, 406—414; J.-M. Sevrin, '"Ce que l'oeil n'a pas vu ...": 1Co 2,9 comme parole de Jésus; 
in J.-M. Auwers & A. Wénin, eds. Lectures et relectures de la Bible (Louvain: Leuven Univer- 
sity Press/ Peeters, 1999), 307-324; C.M. Tuckett, 'Paul and Jesus Tradition. The Evidence of 
1Corinthians 2:9 and Gospel of Thomas 17’, in TJ. Burke, ed. Paul and the Corinthians: Studies 
on a Community in Conflict: Essays in Honour of Margaret Thrall (Leiden: Brill, 2003), 55-73: 
T. Onuki, "Iraditionsgeschichte von Thomas 17 und ihre christologische Relevanz, in idem, 
Heil und Erlósung: Studien zum Neuen Testament und Gnosis (WUNT 165; Tübingen: Mohr, 
2004), 221-239; Dunderberg, Beloved Disciple in Conflict, 76-84; Gathercole, "The Influence of 
Paul on the Gospel of Thomas; 72-94; Skinner, ‘The Gospel of Thomas's Rejection of Paul's 
Theological Ideas’, 220-241; Gathercole, Composition, 227—249. 

2 Inaddition to those cited below, some of the earliest include: Clem. 34.8; 2 Clem. 11.7; Mart. 
Poly. 2.3. 
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others—Thomas.? Subsequent to Thomas, one can observe the influence of 
GTh 17 only upon some Manichaean texts (M 789, So 18220).* 

Irrespective of the place of GTh 17 in the history of the saying's usage, what 
is the key point that Thomas is making here? The two principal options are (a) 
the intangibility and the immateriality of true reality, impossible for the senses 
to grasp, and (b) the uniqueness of Jesus' revelation. 

The former (a) is often assumed, and Thomas's addition of the reference 
to the ‘hand’ touching appears to fit naturally into a framework in which 
the heavenly world cannot be understood in material terms. Gartner sees a 
typically Gnostic polemic against the five senses.^ A polemic against 1John 115 
affirmation that the apostolic gospel is grounded in ‘what we have heard, what 
we have seen with our eyes, what we have looked at and touched with our 
hands’ is also sometimes thought to be rebutted by Thomas here.’ 

The problem with this view is that it does not fit very well with the last 
of the four negatives in СТЬ 17—'nor has it ascended to the heart of man, as 
Dunderberg rightly observes. Dunderberg therefore concludes that the more 
probable point of GTh 17 is the uniqueness of Jesus' revelation, noting a close 
parallel in GTh 38.1: 'Many times you have desired to hear these words of mine 
which I am speaking to you. And you have no other from whom to hear them: 
Because of this, the point of GTh 17 is probably ‘that Jesus gives his followers 

something that nobody has experienced before"? 


з This is a very condensed summary of the argument in Gathercole, "The Influence of Paul on 
the Gospel of Thomas; 86-93; idem, Composition, 2377245- Something very close to this view 
is taken also in Plisch, 73. 

4 See W.-P. Funk, ‘“Einer aus tausend, zwei aus zehntausend": Zitate aus dem Thomasevan- 
gelium in den koptischen Manichaica’, in H.-G. Bethge, S. zmmel, K.L. King & I. Schletterer, 
eds. For the Children, Perfect Instruction: Studies in Honor of Hans-Martin Schenke (NHMS 54; 
Leiden/ Boston: Brill, 2002), 67-94 (85-86); P. Nagel, 'Synoptische Evangelientraditionen 
im Thomasevangelium und im Manichàismus; in J. Frey, J. Schróter & E.E. Popkes, eds. 
Das Thomasevangelium: Entstehung — Rezeption —Theologie (BZNW 157; Berlin: Walter de 
Gruyter, 2008), 272-293 (280-281). 

5 Seeeg. Gartner, Theology of the Gospel of Thomas, 149. 

6 Curiously, however, Gártner's quotation from the Gospel of Truth says almost the opposite of 
GTh 17. 

7 See e.g. Grant & Freedman, Secret Sayings, 137; see discussion in Onuki, "Traditionsgeschichte 


von Thomas 17, 233-236. 

8 Dunderberg, ‘John and Thomas in Conflict’, 365—370; I. Dunderberg, ‘Тлотаѕ' I-sayings and 
the Gospel of John’, in R. Uro, ed. Thomas at the Crossroads (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998), 
33-64 (45). 

9 Dunderberg, 'Thomas' I-sayings and the Gospel of John' 45. 
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Notes 


Iwill give you. In contrast to Ps.-Philo and Paul, Thomas attributes this saying, 
and the action of granting the hidden blessings, specifically to Jesus. The word- 
ing here is paralleled in one Manichaean text (M 789). As Trevijano Etcheverría 
has noted, this move by Thomas parallels the pattern seen in Hebrews and 
Justin Martyr of putting scriptural language into the mouth of Jesus.’ 

What eye has not seen, and what ear has not heard, and what hand has not 
touched, nor has it ascended to the heart of man. The point of interest here 
is the reference to the ‘hand’, not found in Ps.-Philo or Paul, or other second- 
century references to the formula. As noted above, some have suspected the 
contamination of 1Jn 1.1 here.” Dunderberg points out an intriguing parallel 
to Muratorian Fragment 29-3112 The inclusion of the additional sense proba- 
bly has no special significance, however; the point is the uniqueness of Jesus' 
revelation in contrast to anything that any human being has received before 
through sight, hearing, physical touch, or thought. 


10 See Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘La valoración de los dichos no canónicos’, 410; Gathercole, 
Composition, 241-242. 

11 Sevrin, “Се que l' œil n'a pas уц, 322. 

12 Dunderberg, ‘John and Thomas in Conflict’, 365-370. 


Logion 18' 


18.1 пеҳє йм^өнтис fiic xe xooc Epon xe трдн ecisaxprie Nad) fige 18.2 
rex e IC ATETHOWAIT rap EBOA ÑTAPXH XGKAAC ETETNAQJINE са OAH Xe 2A 
mua єтє TA pxH Hay EoaeH плахопє пыху 18.3 oyixkapioc nerua[e шге 
epard гӣ тархн гү quacoyamn ogan avc quart tre an HHOY 


18.1 The disciples said to Jesus, "Tell us how our end will come.' 18.2 Jesus said, 
‘Have you uncovered the beginning, such that you seek the end? For where 
the beginning is, there the end shall come to be. 18.3 Blessed is he who stands 
in the beginning: he will know the end and will not taste death.' 


Interpretation 


This is one of the clearest statements in Thomas that the destiny of the electis to 
return to a primordial condition. With that, there may also be the implication 
of an Adamic child-nature before the entry of death in the world? this would 
make good sense of the connection between 18.273, and is also paralleled in 


the Gospel of Philip? There is no sense in Thomas that the eschatological future 


is an improvement upon protological r salities, or in any way different at all. 


This theme is developed in GTh 19, to which the present saying is closely 
linked. Some have claimed that there is a cyclical conception of history here.* 
In fact, however, Valantasis is more accurate in writing that the kingdom isa 
beginning which ‘exists perpetually’ and ‘continues through time’: it is not 


1 Bibliography for GTh 18: B.F. Miller, ‘A Study of the Theme of "Kingdom" The Gospel accord- 
ing to Thomas: Logion 18, NovT 9 (1967), 52-60: K.M. Woschitz, 'Das Theologoumenon *den 
Anfang entdecken" (swan rap eno» frrapxi) im koptischen "Evangelium nach Thomas" 
(Logion 18: NHC II 84,917), in N. Brox & A. Felber, eds. Anfünge der Theologie. FS J.B. Bauer 
(Graz: Styria, 1987), 139-153; Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 33-43; R. Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘La 
reconversión de la escatología en protología, Salmanticensis 40 (1993), 133-162; Zockler, Jesu 
Lehren im Thomasevangelium, 211—214. 

2 Woschitz, ‘Das Theologoumenon "den Anfang entdecken”’, 148, noting also the further possi- 
ble implication of a genderless state. 

з Gos. Phil. 68,22-24 states that there was no death when Eve was still in Adam. 


Woschitz, ‘Das Theologoumenon “den Anfang entdecken"', 141; Hedrick, 48-49. 


5 Valantasis, 86; so also, correctly, Plisch, 75. 
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that a primordial reality is reinstated at the end. GTh 49, which notes that the 
elect originated in the kingdom and will return to it, is also an important par- 
allel. 


Notes 


18.1 The disciples said to Jesus, ‘Tell us how our end will come: It is not obvi- 
ous whether the disciples are asking: (a) what kind of eschatological scenario 
will we experience when the end comes (expecting an answer referring to stars 
falling from heaven, their own transformation, etc.)?8 or (b) what will the his- 
torical circumstances of our death be (expecting an answer about persecution 
and martyrdom)?? Two factors favour the former: the reference to their seeking 
'the end' in Jesus' reply, and the lack of evidence in Thomas that the disciples 
as literary characters expect to be martyred. 

18.2 Jesus said, 'Have you uncovered the beginning, such that you seek 
the end?’ Literally, ‘For have you uncovered ...: the rap is out of place here. 
This saying may be related to the apocryphal story of Jesus as a boy correcting 
his teachers about alpha and beta (IGT 6.9; cf. 1311-2), which in some form is 
adopted by the Marcosians.§ (The parallel is not exact: арла and omega would 
fit better with GTh 18.2.) If there is a relation, the thought is that just as Jesus’ 
first teacher does not understand alpha and therefore cannot possibly deal with 
beta (IGT 6.9), so the disciples do not understand the beginning, and so should 
not be concerning themselves with the end. 

18.2 For where the beginning is, there the end shall come to be. As in GTh 
49, the end is not a new reality; rather the disciples will return to it. ‘The end’ 
(for the disciples) will be located in the place of their origin. Knowledge of this 
origin is essential for the true disciple, not least because it will be part of the 
interrogation in GTh 50. 

18.3 Blessed is he who stands in the beginning. On the beatitudes in 
Thomas, see note on GTh 7.1: GTh 18.3 is the second of eleven. The reference 
here is to inhabiting paradise. Standing connotes security and permanence, 
which is particularly appropriate in this pair of sayings with the reference to 
immortality immediately afterward in 18.3 as well as in 19.4, and the nature of 
the paradisal trees in 19.3. (On ‘standing’ in Thomas, see further on 16.4 above.) 


6 DeConick, 102. 
т Plisch, 75. 
8 Irenaeus, AH 204. 
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18.3 He will know the end and will not taste death. Although only joined to 
the main part of the beatitude by ayw (conventionally ‘and’, but not translated 
above), there is an implied 'because': he is blessed because ‘he will know...’ The 
answer to the disciples' question cannot be answered yet: they will only 'know 
the end' in the future, when they understand, and stand in, the beginning. On 
‘tasting death’, see notes to СТЬ 1. 


Logion 19! 


19.1 NEXE 1С XE OYHAKAPIOC NE WAagManE рл TELU ENTATEYDONE 19.2 
ETETNAANDMOMNE NACI AHAOHTHC ATETHCMTH ANAMAXE NESIMNE NAPA- 
коме NHTH 19.3 OYRTHTH rap Anay fepoy йон рй MAPA .Atcoc єсєкїм AN 
NOH AIPM AVM HAPE ноүсовєе рє EBON 19.4 TET NACOYMNOY raxt Tre 
an’ Anoy 


19.1 Jesus said, ‘Blessed is he who has come into being before he has come 
into being. 19.2 If you become disciples of mine and heed my words, these 
stones will serve you. 19.3 For you have five trees in paradise, which do not 


move in summer or winter, and whose leaves do not fall. 19.4 Whoever knows 
them will not taste death.’ 


Interpretation 


The beatitude in 19.1 follows directly that of 18.3: Blessed is he who stands in the 
beginning: he will know the end and will not taste death ... Blessed is he who 
has come into being before he has come into being, Indeed, СТЬ 19 as a whole 
is closely related to the preceding GTh 18, since they both thematise eschatol- 
ogy as protology. Plisch argues that the components of 19.1-3 are unrelated,” 
as does Valantasis, who states that because stones that serve and unchanging 
trees have nothing to do with rest, the meaning of the saying lies rather in ‘the 
manner of its communication: the reader's engagement with the diconnected 
barrage in GTh 19 inculcates ‘a meta-structure of a mythology of discipleship:? 
In fact, however, GTh 19 comprises a neat cluster of sayings on the soteriological 
privileges of the elect: they have a position of supremacy over the cosmos (19.2: 
‘stones will serve you’), the prospect of a destiny back in Eden (19.3) and a guar- 
antee of immortality (19.4). Their pre-existent souls are perhaps the grounds 
for this immortality (19.1), but their salvation is also conditional upon their alle- 
giance and obedience to Jesus (19.2: ‘If ...’). The characterisation of the elect as 


1 Bibliography for GTh 19: Puech, En Quête de la Gnose, П.99-105; Williams, Immovable Race, 
18-22; Lelyveld, Logía de la vie, 44—49; ‘Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘La reconversión de la esca- 
tología en protología' 133-162. See also the bibliography to the Appended Note below on the 
‘five trees. 

2 Plisch, 76. 

3 Valantasis, 87. 
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having an existence before their earthly manifestation is certainly an advance 
upon the idea of mere election or predestination, and is more individualised 
than the conception of the pre-existent church which was current in some lit- 
erature contemporaneous with Thomas (2 Clem. 14.1; Herm. 8 [ Vis. 2.4]1). 


Notes 


19.1 Blessed is he who has come into being before he has come into being. On 
the beatitudes in Thomas (of which this is the third of eleven), see the note on 
GTh 7. The macarism here is almost certainly specific to the elect (the ‘blessed’), 
who are defined as having a quality of pre-existence probably not shared by 
the doomed mass outside: compare the ‘light within a luminous person’ (GTh 
24), and the specificity of the elect as from the kingdom in GTh 49-50. The 
nature of that pre-existence is spelled out in more detail in СТЬ 49-50, where 
the audience is defined as those who have come from the kingdom, and from 
the light, the place where the light came into being of itself. For the parallels to 
this saying in Irenaeus, Lactantius and the Gospel of Philip, see the Introduction 
(§ 4, ‘References’) above. 

19.2 If you become disciples of mine and heed my words, these stones will 
serve you. The association between stones and disciples is different here from 
the two instances of the connection in the Synoptic Gospels (Matt. 3.9/ Lk. 3.8; 
Lk. 19.40).4 The service from the stones is an indication of the superiority to 
creation possessed by the true disciples: this authority is expressed elsewhere 
as ‘ruling’ (GTh 2) and the obedience of mountains (GTh 48, 106).5 (See further 
the notes on GTh 2.4.) The idea often noted that this is lower reality serving 
the higher is true,® but needs to be set in the context of Thomas's particular 
theology of the rule of the elect. Here in 19.2, the pre-condition for attaining 
this cosmic position is christological, rather than the hermeneutical search in 
GTh 2 or the cultivation of unity in GTh 48 and 106; the difference from GTh 2 
is lessened, however, when it is recognised that there is a strong focus іп 19.2 0n 
*my words'—i.e. those contained in Thomas.’ This saying thus reinforces the 
authority of the collection. 


4 There is not really any connection between the stones as waiters (cf. paiaxonei!) and the 
stones' transformation into bread as mentioned in Matt. 4.3/Lk. 4.3; cf. Grant & Freedman, 
139. 

5 Theview of Hedrick, 51, of a magical implication here is unnecessary. 

E.g. Valantasis, 89. 

7 Pokorny, 62. 
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19.3 For you have five trees in paradise. It is striking that not only do the elect 
rule over the stones, but that even the trees of paradise are the possession ofthe 
true disciples. This reference to trees in paradise (a biblical tradition begun in 
Gen. 2.9) is one ofa great number from the Nag Hammadi codices (e.g. Соз. Phil. 
71,22: ‘there are two trees growing in Paradise’). The survey in the Appended 
Note below indicates that the pre-Christian evidence for the ‘five trees’ is 
uncertain, so that Thomas's reference here is probably the earliest extant. It is 
probably also the source of many of the other references: the Kephalaia quote 
Thomas elsewhere, the wording is very similar in the Psalm-Book, and Pistis 
Sophia may also be aware of Thomas. (See the discussions in Introduction, 
883-4, above.) 

Although there may be some clues, the subsequent usages do not give a clear 
steer on the interpretation of Thomas's five trees. Four main views have been 
taken. 

First, the noetic interpretation. H.-C. Puech confidently argues that the ‘five 
trees’ are best understood along the lines suggested by the Manichaean paral- 
lels. The five trees are the five elements of nous, that is, they are to be under- 
stood as the spiritual person in its original existence.8 The Acts of Thomas, 
for example, refers to the ‘five members’, voüc, £vvota, pdvyate, evedpnats, Aoyt- 
apdg (Ac. Thom. 27). To know these trees and taste their fruits in Thomas 
would then mean to have knowledge and possession of the true self.? Such an 
elaborate conception is regarded by Lelyveld, probably rightly, as anachronis- 
tic.!° 

On the other hand, Trevijano Etcheverria cautiously prefers the sacramental 
interpretation, in part on the basis of the use of the five trees in Pistis Sophia 
and 2 Jeu." On this reading, the five trees are the ‘five seals’ found frequently 
elsewhere in Nag Hammadi literature. The principal problem here again is that 
the evidence adduced to solve the problem is all later than Thomas. 


8 Puech, En quéte de la gnose, 102. The five clements are sense, reason, thought, imagination 
and intention: thus F.C. Burkitt, The Religion of the Manichees: Donnellan Lectures for 1924 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1925), 33, and 19 n. 2; or mind, thought, insight, 
counsel and consideration: see Т. Pettipiece, Pentadic Redaction in the Manichaean Kepha- 
laia (NHMS 66; Leiden: Brill, 2009), 223, translating the reference to the five elements in 
Theodore bar Konai's Liber Scholiorum. 

9 Puech, En quéte de la gnose, 103. 

10 Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 47. 

11 Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘La reconversión de la escatología en protologia’ 145. 
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Thirdly, DeConick refers to the trees of paradise as interpreted in Philo as 
virtues (Plant. 36)12 Philo does not make any reference to the number five, 
however, and Thomas is not interested in the cultivation of virtues as Philo is. 

The final view is a negative one, that of Popkes. Не is probably correct that 
the best conclusion, in the absence of further evidence, is to remain agnostic 
on the matter.!? 

19.3 Which do not move in summer or winter, and whose leaves do not fall. 
There are two dimensions to the imagery here. First, these trees in paradise 
do not ‘move’, a term elsewhere negatively valued in contrast to ‘rest’ and 
‘standing’! This evokes the theme of stability, which recently appeared in 18.3 
(on the theme, see further on 16.4 above). Secondly, and relatedly, the trees 
are unaffected by the seasons. The reason for this is probably the widespread 
idea that paradise came into being before the creation of the sun and moon, 
and therefore because of its prior existence is not subject to their influence. 
The paradisal house in the Gospel of Judas is 'the place where the sun and the 
moon will not have dominion’ (Gos. Jud. 45,14—24). More explicit on this theme 
is Origin ofthe World, which talks of 'paradise, which is beautiful and is outside 
the orbit of the moon and the orbit of the sun in the land of wantonness ...’ 
(Origin 110,2-6). This goes back to Jubilees, in which paradise is created on the 
third day, before the luminaries which are created on the fourth day: for this 
reason, paradise can be envisaged as outside of time.'® The same is predicated 
of the church in 2 Clement, 'the first church, the spiritual one, created before 
the sun and moon' (2 Clem. 14.1). One also finds analogous depictions to that 
in Thomas in Syriac literature: for Ephrem, for example: "The months blossom 
with flowers all around Paradise in order to weave throughout every season a 
wreath of blossom to embellish the slopes of Paradise ...’.!7 

19.4 Whoever knows them will not taste death. Jesus here requires acquain- 
tance with the paradisal trees in the present: knowing them is a condition of 
immortality, or perhaps is simply synonymous with it (cf. the same function of 
‘standing in the beginning’ and ‘knowing the beginning’ in СТЬ 18).!8 On ‘not 
tasting death’, see the notes above on GTh 1. 


12 DeConick, 105. 

13 Popkes, ‘Von der Eschatologie zur Protologie 219. 

14 Cf. GTh 50.3, however, where it is positive. 

15 Itis not merely that they belong to a transcendent realm (Williams, Jmmovable Race, 20). 

16  Ontheconnections between Jubilees and Origin in general, see Wintermute's note in ОТР 
IL56 note ‘m’. 

17 Ephrem, Hymns on Paradise, 10.3 (tr. Brock). See also the rest of Hymn 10. 

18 СЕ Barn. 1.10: ‘whoever eats from them (the beautiful trees in paradise) will live forever’. 
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Appended Note: The Five Trees in Paradise!? 


There has been little detailed study of the motif of the ‘five ігееѕ,20 One scholar 
has argued that this phrase is not original to Thomas but derives from a mis- 
translation of an Aramaic original, but this can be discounted.?! There is a great 
number of explicit or implied references to them; the aim here is merely to 
present a collection of the material rather than a detailed analysis. 

The first possible candidate is actually Genesis. Stead poses the question: 
‘But can one find five trees in the Genesis narrative thus: the Tree of Fertility (1, 
29), the Tree of Beauty, the Tree of Nourishment, the Tree of Life and the Tree 
of Knowledge (2, 9)??? The answer is: not very easily! 

Another possibility is Philo's Plant. 36: 'For they say that in Paradise there 
were plants in no respect similar to those which exist among us, but rather trees 
of life, of immortality, of knowledge, of comprehension, of understanding, and 
of the knowledge of good and evil.’ Because the syntax is ambiguous, it is not 
clear here whether there are five or six trees specified; it is more likely that there 
are actually six. 

3Baruch 4.7 (Slavonic), like Philo, is an expansion of Genesis, according to 
which the angel says: ‘When God made the garden, he commanded Michael to 
gather together two hundred thousand and three angels to plant the garden; 
and Michael planted the olive tree and Gabriel the apple tree, Uriel the nut 
tree, Raphael the melon, and Satanael the vine.’ In addition to the problem of 
the lateness of the Slavonic manuscripts (c. 13th-18th centuries), however, this 
account contains five trees in only some of the Slavonic manuscripts (mss. S 
and Z have six trees), and the five appear in none of the Greek texts. As such, 


19 Bibliography for Appended Note: Puech, En Quête de la Gnose, IL99-105; V. Arnold- 
Dóben, Die Bildersprache des Manichüismus (Köln: Brill, 1978), 7-34 (‘Das Bild vom Baum’); 
Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘La escatología del Evangelio de Tomas’, 415-441; idem, ‘La reconver- 
sión de la Escatología en Protologta’, 140—145. 

20 The most extensive treatment is that of Puech, and there is some discussion of what 
Chadwick has called 'pentadic mysticism' more widely: see H. Chadwick, Origen: Contra 
Celsum (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1953), 347, referring to an abundance 
of material in W.L. Knox, St Paul and the Church of the Gentiles (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1939), 155 n. 1. 

21 Nagel's complicated theory of an Aramaic original (in which ‘five’ is a mistranslation of 
‘in the middle’) relies on the modification of a consonant, an added preposition (‘in’), a 
rearrangement of the word-order and appeal to Mandaean Aramaic grammar. See Nagel, 
‘Erwägungen zum Thomas-Evangelium; 382—383; for criticism of this view, see Gathercole, 
Composition, 58—59. 

22 Stead, ‘Some Reflections’, 397. 
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both the antiquity of, and the intention to thematise, the number of trees is far 
from clear?? 

Perhaps more promising is On the Origin of the World, where, although the 
number is not mentioned, five trees are listed in quick succession: the fig tree, 
the pomegranate tree, the tree of life, the tree of knowledge, and the olive tree 
(10,30-11,8). These may refer to a sacramental process, at least in part, since 
the olive tree is explained as the source of the chrism or anointing. 

In Manichaean literature, there is first an almost certain reference in the 
Psalm-Book. This appears to be a quotation of Thomas: the reference is to ‘[...] 
trees in paradise [... ...] summer and winter (Psalm-Book 161,17—29). Although 
the number is missing, the context is a list of fives, and so it is probably clear 
enough that we are dealing with five trees. The exact reference is unclear, but 
when the disciple's knowledge is perfect, these— and the other fives—are seen 
as a spiritual unity. The five trees here are followed by mention of the five 
virgins who had oil in their lamps. Much more complex are the five trees in 
the Kephalaia of the Teacher, which appear to constitute elemental kinds of 
matter from which other living creatures are formed (Keph. 6); they are also 
linked to a heavenly source by a conduit, but are at the same time under the 
control of the zodiac (Keph. 48).?* Finally, in a treatise preserved in Chinese, 
the ‘labourer’ chops down ‘les cinq sortes d'arbres empoisonnés, and plants 
les cinq sortes d'arbres précieux lumineux??? These latter are interpreted as ‘la 


Б, нн variations, вее Н.Е. Gaylord, The Slavonic Version of III Baruch (Dissertation, 
° rew University, 1983). I am grateful to Dr Naomi Hilton for drawing my attention to 
this thesis. 
24 


‘Once agai i " : 
en gain the enlightener speaks to his disciples: Five storehouses have arisen since the 
eginning i T P 
7 gi g in the land of darkness! The five elements poured out of them. Also, from the 
уе elem: i ы з | 
ents were fashioned the five trees. Again, from the five trees were fashioned the 


five genera of si i à 
g | creatures in each world, male and female. And the five worlds themselves 
have five kings therein; and five spirits, 


resembling one another’ (1 Keph. 6). 
said to him: 


five bodies, five tastes; in each world, they not 
‘Then the disciples questioned the enlightener. They 


= Бооке in that the wheel has по root in this earth, from where did the starsand 
signs of the zodiac find this autho rity?" 


" Б They became masters over these five fleshes and five 
rees. 


' (1 Keph. $5 s Е 
Coptic P р, 48). Translations from I. Gardner, The Kephalaia of the Teacher: The Edited 
tc n 
ss e о Texts in Translation with Commentary (NHMS; Leiden: Brill, 1995), 34 
9. Ul. elsewhere in 7 Keph, 48 the ‘five shapes of tree’ and the ‘five worlds of the tree, and 
note also the very fragmentary Keph. izo 
E. Ch J IT. Ya esa: E 
25 avannes E P. Pelliot, ‘Un Traité manichéen retrouvé en Chine: Traduit et annoté, JA 
18 (1911), 499^ 17 (559, 560). See further р. 562 for the characteristics of the trees, which 
overlap with the ‘five’ in the Acts of Thomas 
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pensée, le sentiment, la réflexion, I’ intellect, le raisonnement.?6 This five-part 
division of the mind probably goes back to Acts of Thomas 27, with its voüc, 
ёууока, фрбуүут\с, ёудорустс, Aoytcuóc as noted above. 

In the Pistis Sophia, two principal points are made about the five trees.27 
First, they will reign with Jesus in his inheritance of light, with the twelve 
saviours of the treasury, and the twelve orders which are the emanations of 
the seven voices. They occupy a high position, reigning over the three amens, 
the twin saviours and the nine guards (PS 86). Secondly, these trees have come 
forth from the 'Fatherless' but have also divided themselves (PS 95). 

In 7-2 Jeu, the references are similarly mysterious.?5 The ‘ranks of the five 
trees' are a stage through which the soul goes on its passage (2 Jeu 42; cf. 44). 
In one of the treatments of the passage of the souls of the disciples (2 Jeu 50), 
they go within the rank of the five trees, which are ‘immovable’/ ‘unmoved’ 
(acadreyroc). Jesus also commands the disciples to perform the mystery of the 
five trees, as well as that of the seven voices and the great light around the 
treasury (2 Jeu 44). These treatments have numerous points of overlap with 
those in the Pistis Sophia. 

The Untitled Text, which appears with 7 2 Jeu in the Bruce Codex, has in its 
heavenly geography a place called ‘Deep’ (вхөос). In this ‘Deep’, there are three 
fatherhoods: in the first is the hidden God, in the third is ‘Silence’ and ‘Spring’; 
in the second are the five trees, in the midst of which there is a table, and the 
only-begotten Word stands above the table (Untitled Text а). 

In the very fragmentary Balaizah fr. 52, all that can be deduced is that the 
five trees are five powers.?? Theodore bar Konai refers to five evil trees: The sin 
which fell upon the dry part (of the earth) began to grow in the form of five 
{тее$230 


26 Puech, En quête de la gnose, 101. 

27 See PS 1; 10; 86; 93; 95; 96. 

28 = Jeu 41; 2Jeu 42, 44 (bis), 50. 

29‘... The spiritual power, ere she had been revealed, her name was not this, but her name was 
Sige. For all they that were in the heavenly paradise were sealed in silence. But such as shall 
partake thereof shall become spiritual, having known all; they shall seal the five powers in 
silence. Lo, I have explained unto thee, O Johannes, concerning Adam and paradise and 
the five trees in an intelligible allegory’ (Bala'izah fr. 52, ll. 14-32). For text and translation, 
see W.E. Crum, ‘A Gnostic Fragment), JTS 44 (1943), 176-179, and ‘Appendix 6: Bala'izah 
Fragment 52, in M. Waldstein & F. Wisse, eds. The Apocryphon of John. Synopsis of Nag 
Hammadi Codices 11,1; 11,1; and ул with BG 8502,2 (NHMS 33; Leiden/New York/Kóln: Brill, 
1995), 195. 

30 Chavannes & Pelliot, ‘Un Traité manichéen, 528 n. 2, citing H. Pognon, "Appendice II: 
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An interesting parallel from a distant milieu comes in a reference by Е.О. 
James to the fact that 'the five trees which sprang from the cosmic waters on 
Mount Maru in Kashmir conferred blissful immortality on the gods.?! 


Extraits du Livi i 
re des Scholies, de Théodore bar Khouni’, in idem, Inscriptions mandaites 


арасан de Khouabir (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1899), 181—193 (191). 
at -O. James, The Tree of Life: An Archaeological Study (Leiden: Brill, 1966), 284. 


Logion 20! 


20.1 NEXE MMAONTHE FC XE хоос EPON XE тыйтєро NÄNHYE єстатом вшм 
20.2 NEXAY NAY XE ECTHTON AYBÄBIAE RayXraM 20.3 (C)COBK napa Nopos 
THPOY 20.4 ZOTAN AE eca)A(u)ee exH rika? єтоүр гов EPOY MAYTEYO EBOA 
RHOYHOG ÄTAP liqaykpe ÅCKENH RPAXNTG ATTE 


20.1 The disciples said to Jesus, ‘Tell us what the kingdom of heaven is like.' 
20.2 He said to them, 'It is like a grain of mustard. 20.3 It is the smallest of all 
seeds. 20.4 But when it falls on worked soil, it (sc. the soil) produces a great 
branch and becomes a shelter for birds of the air? 


Interpretation 


This is the third of 14 parables in Thomas (on the parables, see above on СТЬ 8). 
It is also the first of a block of three logia which ‘liken’: GTh 20 concerns what 
the kingdom is like; GTh 21 is about what the disciples are like; GTh 22 draws a 
comparison with the likeness of those who enter the kingdom. GTh 20 shares 
elements in common with the versions of the parable of the Mustard Seed in 
both Mark and Matthew (Mk 4.30-32; Matt. 13.31—32; cf. Lk. 13.18-19).? There are 
two main aspects to it, which are closely related: first, a small/ large contrast 
(cf. also GTh 8; 96; 107) between the apparent insignificance of the kingdom 
in the present and a magnificent glorious future, and secondly, a conditional 
promise implied in the great results which occur in ‘worked soil? King is prob- 
ably incorrect to say that the reader would identify with the seed, with the point 
of the parable then being: “То be like a member of the community means to have 


1 Bibliography for GTh 20: Schrage, Verhältnis, 61-66; J.D. Crossan, "The Seed Parables of Jesus, 
JBL 92 (1973), 244-266 (253-259); H. Fleddermann, ‘The Mustard Seed and the Leaven in Q, 
the Synoptics, and Thomas, SBLSP (1989), 216-236; Liebenberg, Language of the Kingdom, 
328-335; Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 66-69. 

2 Fledderman comments that Thomas is closest to Mark (‘Mustard Seed’, 228), but (1) the 
reference to the kingdom of heaven, (2) the goran e in 20.4, and (3) the production of the 
great branch, are all Matthean. Given these redactional features, it is unlikely that Thomas's 


version is as primitive as Crossan (‘Seed Parables’, 258-259) and Plisch, 79, maintain. 

3 Fledderman, ‘Mustard Seed’, 235. Valantasis rightly notes that it is not just a matter of com- 
parative size (the ‘main emphasis’, according to Grant & Freedman, 140), 'because the factor 
of the state of the soil intervenes’. 
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access to mysterious and effective power, to have the capacity for transforma- 
tion from smallness to greatness and nurturing strength.* Rather, in keeping 
with the emphasis in Thomas on labour (cf. also 58; 107), the challenge is thus 
probably for the reader to work the metaphorical soil. The major emphases of 
GTh 20 are thus the transformation from insignificance to greatness, coupled 
with the promise, for those who labour, of (spiritual) security. 


Notes 


20.1 The disciples said to Jesus, "Tell us what the kingdom of heaven is like’ 
Here, as Goodacre notes, Thomas employs the distinctively Matthean phrase 
‘kingdom of heaven'5 The disciples’ question does not in any way reflect 
Thomas's ‘concern over the delayed eschaton'^ On the kingdom in Thomas, see 
Introduction, § 10.1 above. 

20.2 He said to them, 'It is like a grain of mustard’ Davies and Allison 
identify the type of mustard probably as black mustard, or possibly white 
mustard.? It is possible that there is some further allegorical significance to 
the mustard seed: Clement understands it as ‘the elect seed’ (Exc. Theod. 1), 
and Hippolytus reports a view according to which it is a mark which only 
pneumatics display (Ref. 5.9.6), but to apply such interpretations to Thomas 
can only be speculation.§ 

20.3 It is the smallest of all seeds. This same hyperbole appears in the 
Synoptic versions (Mk 4.32 and parallels). The tiny size of mustard seeds was 
proverbial (cf. m. Tohor. 8.8; m. Nid. 5.2). 

20.4 But when it falls on worked soil, it? produces a great branch. The 
reference here is to adequate preparation for the kingdom.!? Even Crossan 
thinks that the reference to worked soil is a ‘Gnostic’ feature." (It should not be 


King, ‘Kingdom’, 55. 
Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 66 


: -69. 
DeConick, 106-107. 


"005 


W.D. Davies & D.C. Allison, A Criticaland Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel according 
to Saint Matthew, 3 vols. (ICC; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1988-1997), П.417. 


e чш to the mustard seed in Dial. Sav. 144,5-8 is too elliptical to see a meaning of 
the seed. 


Sc. the d because the verbal prefix is masculine, and therefore corresponds to the soil 
(masculine kag), and not the grain (see, which is feminine). 
10 Grosso, 149. 


11 Crossan, ‘Seed Parables’, 258; cf. also Lindemann, ‘Gleichnisinterpretation, 225. 
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seen as distinctively Gnostic in the sense of that word used in this commentary: 
see Introduction, 'Appended Note: Is Thomas "Gnostic"?, above.) 

20.4 And becomes a shelter for birds of the air. Pokorny may well be correct 
here that there is an emphasis on security in the ‘shelter’!2 The reference to 
the Greek loan word скєпи here perhaps relates to its use in the Shepherd 
of Hermas, where all who are called by the name of the Lord come under 
the схёт] of a great willow tree (Herm. 67 [Sim. 83].1). Thomas's version is 
that which has least connection with the Old Testament by comparison with 
all the Synoptics, which for Crossan is evidence of Thomas's primitivity but 
for Goodacre is the opposite.’ (McArthur notes that Thomas is consistently 
more distant from the OT in its parables.'*) Valantasis reads an application 
off from the birds: 'Others who are not naturally part of the production and 
growth of the Kingdom benefit from its development'!5 This is probably an 
over-reading, however, since Thomas is not in the habit of showering blessings 
upon outsiders. 


12 Pokorny, 64. 

13 Crossan, ‘Seed Parables’, 258; Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 190. 

14 НК. McArthur, ‘The Parable of the Mustard Seed’, СВО зз (1971), 198-210 (203-204). He 
argues that there are three Synoptic parables which have 'phrases obviously borrowed 
from the OT' and that Thomas 'has all three of these parables and has practically elimi- 
nated the OT references; viz. here in СТЬ 20, in 21.10, and in СТЬ 65-66. 

15 Valantasis, 91. 


Logion 21! 


21.1 NEXE MaplgaM HIC XE ENEKHAOHTHC EINE пм 21.2 NEXAY XE EYEWE 
üeRagupe ань єү[є]ємїт^ aycwa@e єтооү au тє 21.3 eOTAN EYMAEt üt 
xoc HTCODd)6 CeNaxooc XE кє THCMaAE EBON NAN 21.4 WTOOY CEKAK 
agny HHUOYHTO EBOA €TPOYKAAC EBOX NAY cet TOYCMAE NAY 215 Ala 
тоүто qx Hoc xe eqajaemee Noi пхєсгпне xe quay Nol nipeqxiove 
qnapoeic eunareq’el füqrHkaaq  €dj)oxr єгоүн єпєҷне ATE TeqHNTepo 
€rPeqqi Rueqckevoc 21.6 ivraxrü Ac рое рг Teg ANKOCHOC 21.7 HOYP 
BMOTH ex uerivprie PHNOYNOS MAYNAMIC айна XE NE NAHCTHC рє egi 
Eel Mapwrh 21.8 ertet Texpela ETETHG@aT EBON гите CENALE EPOC 21.9 
Mapeqmonne efi TETÄHHTE Hol OYPWHE ÄEMCTHHAON 21.10 NTAPE пкарпос 
пог aei etinoYGeriH erieqace гп TEYOLA apa cq 21.11 NETE оүн Haare йноч` 
€ca TH м^рРєчсагн 


21.1 Mary said to Jesus, ‘What are your disciples like?’ 21.2 He said, ‘They are 
like children who are [so]journing in a field which does not belong to them. 
21.3 When the owners of the field come, they will say, “Let us have our field.” 
21.4 They strip naked in their presence, in order to let them have it, to give 
their field to them. 21.5 Therefore I say, if the owner of the house knows that 
the thief is coming, he will be on guard until he comes, and will not let him 
dig into the house of his domain so as to carry off his possessions. 21.6 As for 
you, be on guard against the world. 21.7 Prepare yourself with great power 
lest the brigands find a way to come to you, 21.8 since the necessity which 
you expect will come about. 21.9 May there be in your midst a prudent man. 
21.10 When the fruit ripened, he came quickly with his sickle in hand and 
harvested it. 21.11 He who has ears to hear, let him hear’ 


1 Bibliography for СТЬ 21: Н. Quecke, ‘“Sein Haus seines Kónigsreichs". Zum Thomasevan- 
gelium 85. 9Ё, Muséon 76 (1963), 47-53; К. Toyoshima, ‘Neue Vorschläge zur Lesung und 


Ubersetzungvon ThEv. Log. 21, 103 und 68b’, AJBI 9 (1981), 230-241 (230—235); S. Petersen, "Zer- 
stort die Werke der Weiblichkeit" Maria Magdalena, Salome und andere Jüngerinnen Jesu in 


christlich-gnostischen Schriften (Leiden: Brill, 1999), 106-111; U.-K. Plisch, "Thomas in Babel: 
Verwirrung durch Sprache(n) im Thomasevangelium’, in J. Frey, J. Schröter & E.E. Popkes, 


eds. Das Thomasevangelium: Entstehung—Rezeption—Theologie (BZNW 157; Berlin: Walter 


de Gruyter, 2007), 60-71 (64-66); J, Hartenstein, ‘Nackt auf fremden Land (Die Kinder auf 
dem Feld) —EvThom 211-4, in Zimmermann, ed. Kompendium der Gleichnisse Jesu, 878-882. 
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Interpretation 


This saying is the second in a trilogy of sayings ‘likening’: see the interpretation 
of GTh 20 above (cf. also GTh 22). GTh 21 is the second longest logion after GTh 
64, and the fourth of Thomas's parables (on these, see ad GTh 8). After Mary's 
first question, GTh 21 consists of three distinct sections in Jesus’ speech: 


212-4: The parable of the Children in the Field 


215: The parable of the Householder and the Thief 

216-9: Application to audience 

21.10: Fragment of the parable of the Seed Growing Secretly 
21.11: Concluding aphorism 


The overall point of the speech is to exhort the disciples to be ready. This is 
most clear in 21.5-8, but the other elements require explanation. There are 
three principal difficulties: (1) What is the meaning of the first parable in 21.2—4? 
(2) How does this first parable lead logically (‘therefore ...’, ata rovro) into the 
second in 21.5? (3) What is the meaning of 21.9-10, and its relation to what 
precedes? Some possible answers are as follows: 


(1) The parable ofthe Children in the Field (21.2-4) is best understood as a kind 
of allegory in which the ‘field’ is the world, the owners are hostile powers, 
and—as is explicitly stated by Jesus—the children are his disciples.3 The 
world and the body are of little significance and can be relinquished, 
whereas the soul is to be guarded jealously. 


2 Forasimilar accccount, see Grosso, 149. 
3 Rightly, Grant & Freedman, 141; J. 


Smith, ‘The Garments of Shame’, History of Religions 5 
(1965-1966), 217-238 (236); DeConick, Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas, 184. Bruce 
and Plisch take the parable quite differently. Bruce takes the view that it is the children 
who say ‘let us keep our field’, whereupon the owners, not the children, strip off, and let the 
children keep the field (Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins, 123). This is implausible, though, 
because (a) ‘our’ field most naturally points to the ‘owners of the field’, and (b) the motif of 
children stripping off is familiar from GTh 37. Plisch argues that the scenario in the parable 
is that the children sell their clothes to buy the field. The difficulty here is that any notion of 
buying and selling is absent, and the idea that clothes would be a fair exchange for a field is an 
odd one (Plisch, 82, and n. 5). As a result, his interpretation that the key is working to secure 
one's own existence is flawed. 
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(3) 


LOGION 21 


There then arises the more difficult question of what crisis is represented by 
the coming of the ‘owners’, or what the stripping signifies: is it (A) baptism* 
and the joining of the community?* Or is it (B) a moment of temptation 
and resistance to that temptation? Or is it (C) death?" It is hard to decide. 
The reference to the children undressing might suggest (A) baptism, but 
the stripping in 21.4 seems to be a response to spiritual attack, and so 
might more naturally suggest (B) the renunciation of bodily desires when 
tempted or (C) the sloughing off of the body at death. 

Whatever the particular event in 21.2-4, the two parables reflect the atti- 
tudes of the Thomasine disciple to the body/ world and the soul respec- 
tively. The parables see the attack of hostile powers from two contrasting 
perspectives. The hinge is the shift from the perspective from the parable 
of the Children in the Field (21.2-4), where the disciples are ‘squatters’ as 
far as the material world is concerned, to the parable of the Household and 
the Thief (21.5), where their status is as house-holders with respect to the 
soul. Both parables are thus warnings of the coming of enemies: ‘when the 
owners of the field come ...' (21.3) апа“... the thief is coming ...' (21.5). The 
first parable can therefore also be seen, like the second, as an exhortation 
to readiness. 

The fragment in 21.9—10 is very obscure. One might surmise that the 'pru- 
dent man' of 21.9 is the one who in 21.10 came with his sickle, but the tran- 
sition between the two sentences is not a smooth опе. It is possible that 
the act of quick harvesting is the man of understanding's ready grasp ofthe 
truth because he has already laboured, but this is admittedly speculative. 
See notes on 21.910 below for some other possible interpretations. 


Overall, 21.910 aside, the speech makes a degree of sense in answer to Mary's 
question about what kind of entities the disciples are. The disciples qua physi- 
cal beings either (as in option B above) must remove bodily and worldly desires, 
or (as in C) will lose their bodies and their material environment; in either case, 
the disciples qua souls must jealously guard their true natures and be instructed 
in how to preserve them. There is a shift of emphasis, however, from Mary's 


question about the identity or nature of the disciples to Jesus' reply about the 
need to be prepared. 


4 DeConick, Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas, 185. 
5 Smith, ‘Garments of Shame’, 236. 
6 Pokorny, 65. 
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Notes 


21.1 Mary said to Jesus, ‘What are your disciples like?’ This Mary is probably 
Mary Magdalene,’ i.e. the Mary of Magdala in Galilee known in the NT. It is 
an interesting reflection of Thomas's context that he does not feel a need to 
disambiguate this particular Mary. One might compare the situation in the 
Roman church where there is apparently only one Mary (in Rom. 16.6); in the 
NT Gospels, Acts and the Gospel of Philip there is constant disambiguation. 
Mary's question here resembles that in the Sophia of Jesus Christ: 'Mariamme 
said to him, *Holy Lord, your disciples, whence came they, and where do they 
go, and what should they do here?” (Soph. Jes. Chr. 14,8-12).? There is some 
ambiguity here about whether Mary is part of the group of disciples.! 

21.2 He said, 'They are like children who are sojourning in a field which 
does not belong to them: Valantasis makes the peculiar comment that the 
characterisation of the children as squatters indicates that they are not part 
of the inner circle of Jesus." It is unclear, however, that the immediate disciples 
of Jesus are excluded from this characterisation. Plisch's understanding of the 
characters as servants, with a different understanding ofthe verb rendered here 
as ‘sojourning, is unduly complicated.'? 


7 Pokorny, 65, states that it is ‘obviously’ the Magdalene, and similarly Hartenstein, “Nackt 
auf fremden Land; 879; Plisch, 81, leaves open the possibility that it is Mary the mother of 
Jesus. 

8 On Mary Magdalene in early Christianity, see A. Marjanen, The Woman Jesus Loved: Mary 


Magdalene in the Nag Hammadi Library and Related Documents (NHMS 40; Leiden/ New 
York/ Kóln, 1996); Petersen, Zerstórt die Werke der Weiblichkeit, 94—194. 

9 For discussion of the two questions together, see Petersen, Zerstórt die Werke der Weib- 
lichkeit, 106—111. 

10  PacePetersen, Zerstórt die Werke der Weiblichkeit, 108, and Hartenstein, ‘Nackt auf fremden 
Land’, 879, who are more certain that she is part of it. In particular, Jesus' reply is in the 
third person (‘they are like ...'), not the second person. 

11 Valantasis, 92. 

12 See Plisch, ‘Probleme und Lésungen,, 524, for the suggestion that the Vorlage of the Coptic 
anpe ауны was Greek тойс, in the sense of servant (cf. Plisch, 82; idem, "Thomas in Babel; 
64). The related theme of children, having st ripped. treading on their clothes, is also found 
in GTh 37.2, however. The parable is not intended to be realistic. It is also natural to see 
a connection with the children in GTh 22 (so, rightly, Nordsieck, 100). It follows from this 
that Plisch's interpretation of evcexrr (as ‘who are entrusted with’) adopting the second 
sense of co(c)ixe (see Crum, 808b) does not work so well, and the verb also seems more 
usually to mean to reside temporarily or 'sojourn' (for his view, see Plisch, 82, and idem, 
‘Probleme und Lösungen, 525). See Crum, 8o7a-809b, giving mapowxety and Eevifew as the 
first two equivalents. 
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21.3 When the owners of the field come, they (sc. the owners) will say, “Let 
us have our field." The 'owners' are likely to be archontic powers, although they 
are not portrayed especially negatively here: 'the owners ... are quite justified 
in requesting the return of the field’.'* The reference to ‘our field’ means that it 
must be the owners, not the children, who request the беа 

21.4 They (sc. the children) strip naked in their (sc. the owners’) presence, 
in order to let them (sc. the owners) have it,'* to give their field to them. There 
is then an unmarked change of subject: after the request of the owners in 213 
it is then the children (not the owners) in 21.4 who strip naked: the motif of 
children stripping off is familiar from СТЬ 37.!^ The reference to stripping is 
most likely to be of the body or bodily desire. It is striking here how close is the 
correlation in the parable between the stripping off and the renunciation ofthe 
field, i.e. the world. Plisch inexplicably introduces the notion of selling into the 
‘giving! 

21.5 Therefore I say, if the owner of the house knows that the thief is 
coming, he will be on guard until he comes. In this parable of the Householder 
and the Thief (cf. Matt. 24.43-44; Lk. 12.39-40), we have a reversal of the 
imagery: now the owner is the disciple. The motif of the 'thief' as an image 
of unexpected destruction is very common in early Christian literatureJ It is 
employed here, as elsewhere, to invite the response of being on watch. The 
particular threat, in keeping with the theme of the speech as a whole, is the 
possibility of the soul's destruction. For the relations between СТ 21.5, 98 and 
103, see the table in the interpretation of GTh 103. 

21.5 And will not let him dig into the house of his domain so as to carry off 
his possessions. For the phrase ‘house of his kingdom/ domain’, cf. Ephrem, 
Comm. Diat. 18.7, but the phrase is not necessarily an Aramaism.!° On the 
‘digging’ into the house, cf. notes on 98.2 below. The reference to the individual's 
domain, or kingdom, suggests an allegorical reference to the kingdom.?? One 


13 Kee, ‘Becoming a Child’, 311. 

14 Contra Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins, 123. Rightly Grant & Freedman, 141; Plisch, 82. 

15 Plisch, 82 and n. 5 problematically understands the plural {роті as the antecedent of the 
singular ‘it’ in the Greek Vorlage. 

16 Contra Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins, 123. 

17 Plisch, 82 n. 5. 


18 Matt. 24.43; Lk. 12.33, 39; 1Thess. 5.2, 4; 2 Pet. 3.10; Rev. 3.3; 16.15; cf. PS 121 (unexpected 


death). 


19 See above, Introduction, $54, and at greater length, Gathercole, Composition, 60-61. 


20 RJ. Bauckham, ‘Synoptic Parousia Parables and the Apocalypse’, NTS 23 (1977), 162-176 


(168). 
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might compare here the wish of the power *Desire" to claim the soul in the 
Gospel of Mary (15,1-5). 

21.6 As for you, be on guard against the world. There is a shift here from 
watchfulness in advance of the future hour in the Synoptics, to watchfulness 
against the world in Thomas.*! The ‘world’ here stands for the collection of 
threats to the soul which need to be resisted. Cf. the depiction of the world 
elsewhere in Thomas as a corpse (СТЬ 56). 

21.7 Prepare yourself with great power. Lit. ‘Gird up your loins with great 
power’, as also in GTh 103 (and see discussion there). The phrase ‘great power’ 
may have some kind of technical sense: cf. GTh 85, where ‘Adam came into 
being from a great power"; but if so, the precise nuance is not clear. It is perhaps 
notaforegone conclusion that these powers will not be able to destroy the soul: 
itis essential for the Thomasine disciple to be on guard. 

21.7 Lest the brigands find a way to come to you. The Graeco-Coptic term 
Xucruc (Ауттус) has been much discussed (cf. again GTh 103). The literal sense 
may be a thief (e.g. Mk 11.17 and parallels), or a revolutionary novarum rerum 
cupidus (cf. BJ 2.254: Ajo vat who were called Sicarii).?? Horbury defines Ayotela 
as ‘robber-like activity'?? The 'brigands' are a further personification of the 
threats to the soul, described as the 'owners' in 21.3, the ‘thief’ in 21.5, and ‘world’ 
in 21.6. 

21.8 Since the necessity which you expect will come about. The word хрех 
(‘necessity’) has proven very difficult. Commentators have interpreted it as 
'possessions;?* ‘the minimal essentials for sustaining life;25 ‘advantage’?® or 
'difficulty'?? A ‘negative’ interpretation, such as the last of these, is preferable to 
the positive options, because 21.7-8 issues a warning to be on guard since (ene) 
the xpeia will come. It is therefore probably a shorthand for the threat of the 
brigands in 21.7. The scenario is likely to be a critical spiritual moment, such as 
death or temptation, which requires the particular vigilance of 21.6. 


21 Grant & Freedman, 142. 

22  Ontheterm and its uses, see e.g. К.Н. Rengstorf, Хусті, TDNT IV.257-262; M. Goodman, 
The Ruling Class of Judaea (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987), 51-75: 

23 W.Horbury, Jews and Christians in Contact and Controversy (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998), 
164 (and see 164—165). 

24  DeConick, u2. 

25 Plisch, 83. 

26 Hedrick, 57. 

27 Layton & Lambdin, "The Gospel according to Thomas, Nag Hammadi Codex II,2-7: Volume 
One, 63. 
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21.9 May there be in your midst a prudent man. There is a tendency among 
interpreters to generalise the ‘prudent man’ simply as a reference to a proper 
disciple? but the ‘man of understanding’ is not a characterisation of every 
elect disciple; Thomas says that there ought to be one ‘in your midst? The rea- 
sona man of understanding is required is that the disciples need to be prepared 
(21.7). The man of understanding therefore perhaps acts as a mustagogos in 
the interpretation of Jesus’ words, and perhaps especially in learning the truths 
which enable the ascent of the soul in GTh 50. An alternative is that he is some- 
one who can arbitrate effectively in the community (the sense of the similar 
language in 1Cor 6.5; Jas. 3.13), although this seems a little out of place in the 
collection of material in GTh 21 in toto. 

21.10 When the fruit ripened, he came quickly with his sickle in hand. The 
subject of the main clause here is apparently the ‘prudent man’ of 21.9, but the 
meaning of the action with the sickle is as obscure as the identity of the man. 
DeConick considers 9-10 to have two different themes, one hermeneutical and 
one paraenetic.3° Given that he considers the ‘man of understanding’ in 21.9 
to be an interpreter in the community, Valantasis sees his role as ‘one who 
gathers the fruits of discernment' in 21.10.?! Pokorny suggests that this is an 
'exhortation to a prompt and good decision'?? For I Iedrick, it is about ‘knowing 
both the precise moment for action and how to act’.#3 King, in her rejection 
of an apocalyptic understanding of the kingdom asks: ‘is there really anything 
apocalyptic about a man who goes out with his sickle to harvest ripe grain? 
Thomas describes him as “a man of understanding”. He knows what to do 
and gets the job done’?+ Goodacre notes the distance from the OT here, by 
comparison with the Markan parallel (Mk 4.29).35 СТЬ 21.10 is a fragment of 
the parable of the Seed Growing Secretly (Mk 4.26—29). 

21.11 He who has ears to hear, let him hear. On this phrase, see note on 


GTh 84. In СТЬ 21 here, the aphorism perhaps underscores the mysterious and 
allegorical character of the speech. 


28 Ер. Hedrick, 58. 

29 Rightly, Valantasis, 94. 

30 DeConick, 113-114. 

21 Valantasis, 94. 

32 Pokorný, 66. 

33 Hedrick, 58; similarly Plisch, 83. 

34 Кіпр compares the characters in GTh 35, 96 and 98: ‘They are all prepared, they know what 


to do, and this assures them of success’ (‘Kingdom; 52). 
35 Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 189 
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22.1 AIC NAY APHKOYE! €YXI EPWTE 22.2 NEXAY RNeqHAOHTHC XE цєєїкоүв! 
ETXI EPWTE EYTHTOON ANETBHK egoyu ATHNTEPO 22.3 пєҳҳү NAY XE EEIE 
(є)но пкоүє: crüinABOYX epoyu ETHATEPO 22.4 NEXE IHC NAY XE LOTAN Є- 
T€THO)AP NCHAY OYA AY ETETHAVAP NCANPOYN Roe HICANBOX AY MCANBOX 
Ree Hricanigoyn ayw HIcA(N) THE REE AUCAMMTH 22.5 AYO MINA eTETNAcIPE 
HPO oyYT MN тсрмє AMOYA OYAT XEKAAC NE фооүт P eooyv &re тсрїмє 
P ceive 22.6 рога ererhaacipe RPRBAAN EMMA ROYBAN. хүс OYGLX ENNA 
HHOYGUX. AY OYEPHT 


SMA NOYEPHTE ov?ika»w ena Ноүрка(ы) 22.7 TO- 
TE TETNABMK єгоүч [є|[ты|[атєр | 

224 Jesus saw some little ones being suckled. 22.2 He said to his disciples, 
"These little ones being suckled are like those who enter the kingdom.’ 22.3 
They said to him, 'Shall we, then, enter the Kingdom as little ones?' 22.4 Jesus 
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said to them, ‘When you make the two one, and when you make the inside 
like the outside, and the outside like the inside, and the above like the below, 
22.5 in order that you make the male and the female one and the same, so 
that the male be not male nor the female female. 22.6 When you make eyes 
in the place of an eye, and a hand in place of a hand, and a foot in place 


of a foot, and an image in place of an image, 22.7 then will you enter the 
[kingdom].’ 


Interpretation 


This saying is the last of a trilogy (see interpretation of GTh 20), and is of cen- 
tral importance in Thomas.? Jesus’ teaching in this dialogue combines three 
important and related soteriological images:? (a) being like children (cf. the 
preceding GTh 21), with the added element that the children are drinking, (b) 
the dissolution of dualities, and (c) replacement of the external image with the 
internal. Initially, Jesus appears to explain the first (22.2) by the second (22.4- 
5), which is probably in part made possible by the assumption of an asexual 
character to small children: the dissolution of dualities is seen ultimately as 
focused on the asexual character of the true disciple (22.5).* Thereafter, the 
inside/ outside language (22.4) is developed in 22.6. The references to eyes, 
hands and feet are resurrection imagery, though with reference to a new spir- 
itual nature rather than to physical resurrection. The concluding reference 
to the image states as a requirement bringing forth a new, internal image to 
replace the old, as in GTh 7o (‘when you bring forth what is in you, what you 
have will save you") —cf. also GTh 24.3—and the contrast between the physical 
and eternal images in GTh 83-84. The sequence іп 22.4—6 has a number of par- 


allels, but the literary relations among the earliest versions are very difficult to 
disentangle.5 


2 See esp. Gagné, ‘Lire un apocryphe en synchronic’, 228-231, for a very helpful survey of 
scholarly approaches to the saying. 
Valantasis, g6: ‘ 

з ун : d 96: More than any other saying, Saying 22 most specifically constructs the new 
subjectivity promulgated by this gospel.’ 

4 Kee, и 


в i T . 

€ ан, ioris 313: “Неге it is evident that becoming as a child, and entering the 
om, an ievi 

jim e^ ims e à state of asexuality are very nearly interchangeable terms; 

5 Cf. 2Clem. 12.1—2; Gos. Phil. 67,30-68,17; Gos. Еду. | Cassianus in Clem. Strom. 3.13.92.2; Ac. Pet. 

38 (Mart. Petr. 9); Ac. Phil. 140, 
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Notes 


22.1 Jesus saw some little ones being suckled. For the language of little ones’, 
see also 46.2. Jesus encounters here in СТЬ 22 not children in general (холдіо) 
as in Matthew and Mark (Mk 10.13-16; Matt. 19.13-15; cf. Mk 9.36; Matt. 18.2—5), 
but nursing babies:® Thomas here agrees with Luke, who also has babies (Bpégn, 
Lk. 18.15). Thomas's introduction is notable for its strangeness, because Thomas 
goes further than Luke in specifying that the babies are suckling when Jesus 
sees them. The scene is either of Jesus in a domestic setting, in which case it 
is also strange that Jesus is in the company of nursing mothers. (Other sayings 
with Jesus in a clearly private space are GTh 61; 99; also ‘this house’ in GTh 41?) 
Passages such as Xenophon's reference to breast-feeding as among cà £v8ov Épya 
of the woman (Oec. 7.23) suggest a domestic setting for GTh 22. Alternatively, 
the scenario could perhaps be a public space in which different babies are 
being nursed. This would be irregular, because of the taboo of nudity,’ but it 
is also quite possible that in some public settings the practice was regarded 
as more tolerable.* Gagné makes the excellent suggestion that the suckling 
here is of interpretative significance, because of the theme of ‘drinking’ is 
related elsewhere to the acquisition of knowledge and union with Jesus (GTh 
13; 108).° 

22.2 He said to his disciples, ‘These little ones being suckled are like those 
who enter the kingdom. The Synoptic Gospels have two scenes where Jesus 
comments on the blessed character of children: in Mk 10.13-16/ Matt. 19.13-15/ 
Lk. 18.15-17, when the disciples try to prevent children coming and Jesus says 
only those who receive the kingdom like a child can enter it (or in Matthew: 
‘become like children’); and in Mk 9.33-37/ Matt. 181—5/ Lk. 9.46-48 where 
in response to the disciples' dispute about who is the greatest, Jesus again 


6 According to a testimonium to Hippocrates cited by Philo, a child is а zaðlov until the age 
of seven years (Opif. 105). 

ay P. Salzman-Mitchell, “Tenderness or Taboo: Images of Breast-Feeding Mothers in Greek 
and Latin Literature, in L. Hackworth Petersen & P. Salzman-Mitchell, eds. Mothering and 
Motherhood in Ancient Greece and Rome (Austin: University of Texas Press, 2012), 141-164 
(142). 
I am grateful to Prof. Keith Bradley for his help with this topic. 
Gagné, ‘Lire un apocryphe en synchronie’, 242—248; also A. Gagné, ‘Connaissance, identité 
et androgynéité. Conditions du salut dans l'Évangile selon Thomas, in M. Allard, D. Cou- 
ture & J.-G. Nadeau, eds. Pratiques et constructions du corps en christianisme. Actes du 
42iàme congrés de Société canadienne de théologie (Montreal: Fides, 2009), 131-147 (139- 
146). 
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summons a child (in Matthew, entry into the kingdom is again thematised).! In 
line with the note on 22.1 above, here Jesus likens the elect not to young children 
more broadly, zatdta, as in the Synoptics, but to babies. This ties up with what 
we saw in GTh 4, where the ideal state is likened to that of a baby seven days 
old, because that baby is much closer to, and better informed about, the place 
of life than an old man. As becomes clear, however, other aspects of babyhood 
also come to the fore later. On the kingdom in Thomas, see Introduction, $104 
above. 

22.3 They said to him, 'Shall we, then, enter the kingdom as little ones?’ 
Presumably this is an expression of incredulity, rather like (though not neces- 
sarily influenced by) Nicodemus' question about the possibility of being born 
again in John 3.4. 

22.4 Jesus said to them, ‘When you make the two one.’ This is central to 
Jesus' mission according to Thomas (GTh n; 72; 106, though cf. 16), where he is 
concerned with inculcating unity. There is some focus here on the reversal of 
the division of humanity into male and female, with the language resembling 
that of marriage (Mk 10.8; Matt. 19.5-6; cf. Gen. 2.24). The point is broader, 
however, because other elements are mentioned before the reference to gender 
in 22.5 (cf. the different context of ‘making the two one’ in Eph. 2.1416). 

22.4 And when you make the inside like the outside, and the outside like 
the inside, and the above like the below. The language of the outside and 
inside here probably relates to GTh 70.1: 'When you bring forth what is in 
you, what you have will save you. The inside therefore must be externalised, 
although the potential difficulty here is that this gives precedence to the inte- 
rior, which is not the case in GTh 22.4. It could be that the ‘outside’, ‘inside’, 
‘above’, ‘below’, language in 22.4 merely emphasises more strongly the language 
of making the two one. There could be a connection with GTh 89, although 
given the obscurity of that saying, it would be hazardous to make much of it. 

22.5 In order that you make the male and the female one and the same, so 
that the male be not male nor the female female. This might be taken in more 
spiritual terms as a reference to the union of male and female in the heavenly 
bridal chamber (cf. Gos. Phil, 70,9-22), or it might be taken with a more ethical 
edge: “ав infants are devoid of sex awareness or shame, so should the disciples 
be’ or it might refer (similarly, but with more emphasis on nature or identity) 


10  Inthose places where the Synoptics have ‘receive the kingdom as/ like a child’, the analogy 
could perhaps be between the kingdom and the child rather than the disciples and 
children. 

11 


Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins, 123. 
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to the androgyny of the true disciple.?? This statement obviously stands in some 
tension with GTh 114, where Jesus states that every woman who wants to enter 
the kingdom must become male. It is tolerably clear that in the later saying, 
being an ideal, living spirit is related to being male (see discussion below, ad 
14). Nevertheless, there is a sense in which the true disciple transcends such 
gender distinctions: perhaps the reference in 22.5 is to the construction of 
an androgynous state, and the actualisation of the original male-female unity 
before the division.'? This Adamic unity is, however, more male than female 
(see ad GTh пд on ‘male ancdrogyny’). Valantasis, relates this closely to the baby 
earlier in the saying: the body is ‘trained and transformed into some other kind 
of body’, which he s 


ys is a baby's body.'* "This saying promulgates nothing less 
than a complete ascetical recreation of human subjectivity in every dimension 
of its existence."5 Whether it advocates rejection of marriage and sex is not 
certain, though one can see how it might be understood in this sense. 

22.6 When you make eyes in the place of an eye, and a hand in place of 
ahand, and a foot in place of a foot. Popkes is right to observe that 22.6 is 
apparently not about the overcoming of opposites, as was the case in 22.4—5.16 
22.6 speaks of replacement, rather than ‘making the two one’ as is found 
elsewhere. There are no less than three potential sources for the language and 
imagery here. (1) There is a peculiar correspondence here with the lex talionis 
in Exodus and the Sermon on the Mount, where we find the penalty of ‘an eye 
“in place of" an eye, a tooth “in place of" a tooth, a hand “in place of" a hand, 
a foot “in place of" a foot’ (6900 uv буті óo8o 00, ддбута буті д8бутос, xeipat 
йут\ xetpóc, móða &ут1 тоёбс, Exod. 21.24). (2) There is a similarity between 
Thomas's statements about the need to replace eye, hand and foot to enter 
the kingdom and the Synoptics' statement that an offending hand, foot or eye 
should be cut off/ out to enter the kingdom (Mk 9.43-48).!5 (3) Finally, the 
imagery here is also that of resurrection: in 2 Macc. 7.11, for example, the third 
brother declares that he will receive back his limbs from God. Closer is the 
theology of Odes of Solomon, where the saved individual has ‘members in which 
there is no sickness or affliction or suffering’ (21.4), and of the Treatise on the 


12 Grosso, 153. 

13 Pratscher, Der zweite Clemensbrief, 164 sees this in the 2 Clement parallel. 
14 Уајап‹аѕіѕ, 95. 

15 — Valantasis, 96. 

16 Popkes, Menschenbild, 217. 

17 СЕ Matt 5.38 (Sahidic): ovBaX enma моүвҳл etc. 

18 See e.g. Zóckler, Jesu Lehren im Thomasevangelium, 226. 
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Resurrection, where there are ‘living members which are within’ in contrast to 
the dead external limbs (48.1—3). This thought comes to the fore in the next 
reference, to the ‘images’. 

22.6 And an image in place of an image. GTh 84 contrasts two human 
images, a superficial ‘likeness’ (eue) as op posed to the pre-existent 'image' (et- 
xou). This image might best be seen as all-encompassing, rather than distinct 
from the eyes, hands and feet. It is the true soul which must be brought out, 
and which must replace the external appearance (СТЬ 70; cf. Gos. Mary 1815- 
17; Gos. Jud. 35,2-6; Plotinus, Enn. 1.6.8). 

22.7 Then will you enter the kingdom. The language of ‘entry’ into the 
kingdom emphasises the external aspect of the kingdom (cf. GTh 3, where it 
is outside and inside).!9 Since all the elements of 22.4-6 are clarified in 22.7 as 
soteriological conditions for entry into the kingdom, Pagels' view that Thomas, 
among other apocrypha, is advanced teaching forasuperior group of Christians 
cannot be correct (see Introduction, § 10.5 above). 


19  DeConick, us, repeats the idea that the delay of the eschaton is a key theme here, though 
again it is absent. 


Logion 23' 


2341 NEXE IC XE Tuace[ v ]u rune OYA EBOA PÑ AO AY CNAY EBON PÑ TBA 23.2 
AYD CENAMZE EPATOY EYO OYA OYw@T 


234 Jesus said, ‘I will choo[s]e you, one out ofa thousand, and two out of ten 
thousand. 23.2 And they shall stand as a single one.’ 


Interpretation 


This saying combines three soteriological images in a compressed manner: (a) 
election, focusing on the activity of Jesus and his initiative in salvation, (b) 
‘standing’ which highlights the spiritual power and stability of the saved disci- 
ples, and (c) the identity of the saved as a unity.? There is an additional aspect 
of the ‘saved; that they constitute a tiny minority: the proportions here commu- 
nicate the extremity of the contrast between the number of true disciples and 
that of the rest. The saying thus reveals an attitude (in all probability reflecting 
the reality) that the Thomas movement was very small in number (cf. GTh 73- 
75). The saying (esp. 23.1), or its precursor on which Thomas draws, is widely 
cited.? 


Notes 


231 I will choose you. This betrays a higher christology than is sometimes 
suggested in more egalitarian treatments of Thomas's view of Jesus: the portrait 


1 Bibliography for GTh 23: Klijn, "The “Single One" in the Gospel of Thomas, 271-278; Poirier, 
‘L Évangile selon Thomas (log. 16 et 23), 15-18; Funk, ‘“Einer aus tausend, zwei aus zehn- 
tausend", 85-92; Popkes, Menschenbild, 504—506. 

2 Valantasis, 97. 

3 Basilides is reported as saying that only one out of a thousand, and two out of ten thousand, 
understood the truth (Irenaeus, AH 1.24.6; Epiphanius, Pan. 24.5.4); see W. Lóhr, Basilides 
und seine Schule: Eine Studie zur Theologie- und Kirchengeschichte des zweiten Jahrhunderts 
(WUNT 83; Tübingen: Mohr, 1996), 265—266. Cf. Origen, Peri tou Pascha 2.6.3; PS134. See Funk, 
‘Einer aus tausend’, 85-92, on the Manichaean usage (and see Introduction, S4above). Cf. also 
Right Ginza 305, 307; Mandaean Prayers 9o (Stroker, Extracanonical Sayings, 187). 


314 LOGION 23 


here is of a transcendent Jesus who stands starkly over against humanity in 
salvation. The future tense is unusual. 

23.1 One out of a thousand, and two out of ten thousand. The image here 
is the common-place of the small minority of the saved by contrast to the 
massa perditionis? The proportions of 11000 and 230000 appear first in Deut. 
32.30, with a similar view expressed in Jeremiah 3.14, where redemption is also 
involved: ‘I will take you, one from a town and two from a clan, and I will 
bring you to Zion’ Compare also ‘one man among a thousand’ (Eccles. 7.28). 
On the forms of the saying contemporaneous with, or later than, Thomas see 
Introduction, $ 4.1 (Origen), and $ 4.4-5, above. 

23.2 And they shall stand. The sense of ‘standing’ is adamantine solidity 
(see above on 16.4). Thomas's rather awkward shift from second person (‘I will 
choose you ...’) to third person (‘They will stand ...') may well indicate that 23.1 
goes back to a source, and that Thomas has appended in 23.2 a version of the 
‘single one’ formula (cf. GTh 4, etc.). 

23.2 As a single one. See discussion of this phrase in notes on GTh 4.3. 
The meaning is likely to be ‘as a single one’, 'transform[ed] into a union; ‘as 
one individual; or ‘unified’. (It may perhaps therefore pick up the theme of 
union in GTh 22.) However, the zero article in the phrase oya ovo could be 

taken in a plural sense (‘as single ones’), and this would comport better with 
СТЬ 16.4 (‘they will stand as solitary’, ceuz.ee epatoy evo Anonaxoc); GTh 49.1 
also has ‘the solitary and elect’ (nuonaxoc ayw ercorn). As a result, there may 
some vagueness in Thomas’s language of oya отот and uouaxoc, despite the 


distinction between them drawn above (see Appended Note on uouaxoc, after 
GTh 16). 


4 Cf. e.g. А. Marjanen, ‘The Portrait of Jesus in the Gospel of Thomas; in J.Ma. Asgeirsson, et al., 
eds. Thomasine Traditions in Antiquity (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 209-219. 

5 Inclassical tradition famously, ‘many are the thyrsus bearers, but few are the initiates’ (Plato, 
Phaed. 69C); in the NT, Matt. 22.14: ‘for many are called, but fe 
Asclepius 22 (Lat.)/ 65,38-66,5 (NHC VI/8). 

6 Respectively, Valantasis, 97; Plisch, 88; Pokorny, 68; Hedrick, 62. 


w are chosen: Cf. Sent. Sext. 243; 
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24-3 [c]ttv [... ф]шт'єчуф [... x]ócpo [... д] [... £]ectv 
24-3 [... i]s [... (]uminous |... w]ortd [... no]t [...] is [...]. 


24.1 NEXE HEQUAOHTHC XE MATCEBON’ єгггопос ETKAMAY єпє TANATKH EPON 
T€ єтрнаучеє fica 24.2 пех HAY XE пєтєүй Marre ймоч Mape cor 
24.3 OY OYOENT WOO ÄPOYN ÄNOYPROYOEIN ^үо qp оүовїч ENKOCHOC THPY 
€qTHP OYOEIN OYKAKE пе 


24.1 His disciples said, ‘Show us the place where you are, since it is necessary 

for us to seek after it.' 24.2 He said to them, ‘He who has ears, let him hear. 
24.3 There ts light within a person of light, and he gives light to the whole 
world. If he does not give light, he is darkness.’ 


Textual Comment 


Although some of the Greek survives here, it is so fragmentary that it cannot 
have a material effect on the interpretation. We will make use of the surviving 
Greek adjective pwtewdc, however: hence ‘luminous person; rather than ‘per- 
son of light' in 24.3 below. 


1 Bibliography for GTh 24: Saunders, 'A Trio of Thomas Logia’, 55-58; Trevijano Etcheverría, 
‘La reconversión de la escatologia en protología, 133-162; Zóckler, Jesu Lehren im Thomase- 
vangelium, 82-96; T. Zóckler, ‘Light within the Human Person: A Comparison of Matthew 
6:22-23 and “Gospel of Thomas" 24’, JBL 120 (2001), 487—499; P.-H. Poirier, 'Un parallèle grec 
partiel au Logion 24 de l'Évangile selon Thomas; in H.-G. Bethge, S. Emmel, K.L. King & 
I Schletterer, eds. For the Children, Perfect Instruction: Studies in Honor of Hans-Martin Schenke 
on the Occasion of the Berliner Arbeitskreis für koptisch-gnostische Schriften's Thirtieth Year 
(Leiden/ Boston: Brill, 2002), 95-100; E.E. Popkes, ‘Vom Lichtmenschen—EvThom 24; in Zim- 
mermann, ed. Kompendium der Gleichnisse Jesu, 888-892. 
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Interpretation 


This saying of Jesus seems to bear little relevance to the disciples’ question.” The 
response (cf. Matt. 6.22—23; Lk. 11.34-36, and more remotely, Jn 11.9-10; Dial. Sav. 
125,18-126,1) focuses on the internal image of light which is said to indwell the 
elect exclusively. In contrast to the emphasis in GTh 23 on the stability of the 
elect, this saying warns against the failure to shine and exhorts the disciples to 
display their light.? The characterisation of the internal image or soul in this 
saying as ‘light’ lends itself to meaning ‘illuminating testimony to the truth. 
As in GTh 70 (‘when you bring forth what is in you, what you have will save 
you’), what is within needs to be made external. Otherwise the elect disciple 


becomes subsumed into the plight of the cosmos, rather than being of potential 
benefit. 


Notes 


24.1 His disciples said, 'Show us the place where you are, since it is necessary 
for us to seek after it’ The ‘place where Jesus is’ is a mysterious phrase, because 
it suggests that, even while speaking with the disciples, Jesus inhabits another 
realm. Since Jesus is ‘the living Jesus’, this may be ‘the place of life’ (4.1) which 
is probably coterminous with ‘the place where the light came into being’ (50.1). 
If that is the case, Jesus inhabits the two realms of life and the world simulta- 
neously.* Some commentators assume that the question is an inept опе,5 but 
it may be that the disciples are rightly aware here that they do not yet inhabit 
this place, and so are seeking the salvation that exists there. 

242 He who has ears, let him hear. Sce note above оп GTh 8.4. What is 
curious about this particular instance is that in the canonical Gospels, in Reve- 
lation, in the Gospel of Mary, and in every other case in Thomas, this aphorism 


com i : 
es after the wisdom which Jesus encourages the hearer to contemplate. 
Here, however, it is an introductory phrase. 


2 Generally noted, e.g, by Valantas, 
з See Grosso, 155, 


4 


is, 97. 
"Оп the latter point. 
Pace DeConick, 120, this i : 
i his is not necessarily to be mirror-read as the community's response to 


he death of Я 
the death ofJesus. It would then not make sense as it stands. Certainly Jesus' reply in 24.3 does 
not address the point very directly at all. 


5 Eg. Hedrick, 63. 
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24.3 There is light within a luminous person (Co: person of light). The 
special designation luminous, which presumably cannot be a characterization 
of every human being, suggests that the elect are those who especially possess 
the light. The Coptic phrase ‘person of light’ appears in a mysterious saying, in 
a clearly exclusive sense (in parallel with ‘the pure’), in Apocryphon of James 
10.4; cf. also 1 Enoch 5.8: ‘and there will be a light in the illuminated man, and 
intelligence in the wise man. There is a christological dimension to the light, 
in that the light is an extension in some sense of the person of Jesus.’ 

24.3 And he gives light to the whole world. This narrow scope is probably 
confirmed by the second half of the sentence, variations of which are con- 
ventionally applied in the Jesus tradition specifically to disciples (Matt. 5.14a; 
quoted in /nterp. Knowl. 9,30—31; Gos. Sav. 97,21-22). In Phil 2.15, Paul addresses 
the believers as like ‘those who shine in the world’ (тирєчоүовїн гйпкосмос). 
The language is also reminiscent of what Jesus says of himself in John (‘Iam the 
light of the world’ in Jn 8.12; 9.5; cf. 1.9, and GTh 77.1). ‘Giving light to the world’ 
is presumably a reference to the disciple advertising the presence of the light. 
The possibility envisaged in the final part ofthe saying suggests that a particular 
kind of behaviour accompanies having the light. This is an unusually positive 
statement about the potential of the world—it can be enlightened.? 

24.3 If he does not give light, he is darkness. There is ambiguity in the 
final phrase, which could be impersonal (‘there is darkness').? On the personal 
reading, which is perhaps more likely, the disciple who fails to act appropriately 
not only becomes ineffective, but actually partakes in the world of perdition. 


Poirier, ‘Logion 24’. 

Rightly, Popkes, ‘Vom Lichtmenschen' 879. 

Zóckler, ‘Light within the Human Person’, 495—496; cf. Plisch, 9o; Nordsieck, 17-118. 
Plisch, 89-90. 
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25.1 NEXE IC XE HEPE riekcon hoe ATEK YYXU 25.2 eprraper Hnoq NOE NTEAOY 
Hine Bar’ 


25.1 Jesus said, ‘Love your brother as your own soul; 25.2 guard him like the 
pupil of your eye.’ 


Interpretation 


There is a double catchword connection with СТЬ 26, since ‘brother’ (сом) and 
‘eye’ (Bad) appear in both. GTh 25.1 and 25.2 communicate the same point. As 
Grosso notes, Thomas is not just narrowly individualistic.? The saying exhorts 
care for the fellow-disciple as if he were a ‘very delicate part of the body’? The 
implication of contact between disciples is notable here, because Thomas does 
not seem to talk in terms of a social community. The kind of interaction which 
Thomas presupposes among disciples is unclear. There may be meetings for 
instruction (see 21.9 and comment), as well as missionary activity carried out 


by pairs or groups (14.4—5; 73). These settings alone could provide context fora 
saying such as this. 


Notes 


254 Love your brother as your soul. This is the only direct reference to ‘love’ 
in Thomas; as such, the theme is not completely absent as was claimed by 
Bruce. СТЬ 25.1 resembles the great commandment which stems from Lev. 
19.18 and which won great popularity in early Judaism, the New Testament and 


Bibliography for GTh 23: С. Quispel, ‘Love thy Brother, in idem, Gnostic Studies, vol. II 
(Leiden: Nederlands Historisch-Archaeologisch Istituut te Istanbul, 1975), 169-179; Popkes, 


Menschenbild, 45-49; Gathercole, Composition, 61-63, 263-266. 
Grosso, 158. 


Valantasis, 98. 


Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins, 155-156; cf. idem "The Gospel of Thomas; 21, 22-23. K. Gro- 
bel, 'How Gnostic is the Gospel of Thomas?’, NTS 8 (1962). 367—373 (373), observes that ‘con- 


cern for one's fellow man is crystal clear in 25, even if ‘brother’ in this saying is not as broad 
as 'fellow тап. 
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earliest Christianity more widely.* However, the form of the ‘royal law'—as 
James 2.8 puts it—differs from the normal wording in having ‘brother’ in 
place of ‘neighbour’ and ‘as your soul’ instead of ‘as yourself. The former 
probably suggests a focus on the fellow-disciple as the object of love. Pokorny, 
however, claims that there is ‘not a limitation of love but rather its concrete 
embodiment)’ and Hedrick sees a focus akin to that of the Johannine epistles.8 

The use of ‘soul’ (xxu) is not too surprising given Thomas's frequent use of 
the word elsewhere (28.3; 87.2; 112.1, 2), and paraphrases of Lev. 19.18 elsewhere 
in early Christianity even in Greek can refer to the soul; so ‘soul’ here, if a 
Semitism, is an insignificant one.? As a result, the Coptic of 25.1 should not be 
reduced to a simple reflexive, since the soul in Thomas (as suggested in GTh 87 
and n2) is probably the most precious element in the person. 

25.2 Guard him like the pupil of your eye. The reference to guarding the 
brother may be an allusion to Gen. 4.9 ('am I my brother's keeper?"). Plisch 
notes that there may be a connection with GTh 26, which envisages one brother 
taking the mote out of the eye of another; hence, guarding would have the 
sense of spiritual counsel.'° ‘Guarding’ gives greater specificity to the love, as 
protection, presumably in a spiritual sense. 

On ‘the pupil of your eye’, cf. Deut. 32.10; Ps. 17.8; Prov. 7.2. Reference to the 
pupil may be a dead metaphor/ simile," or is simply a very precious part of 
the body, or there may be a mythological reference. Clement takes the view 
(perhaps agreeing with Theodotus) that the pupil is a symbol of the elect seed: 
‘We admit that the elect seed is both a spark kindled by the Logos and a pupil of 
the eye and a grain of mustard seed and leaven which unites in faith the genera 
which appear to be divided' (Exc. Theod. 1). It may be that 'pupil of your eye' 
stands in parallel to the ‘your soul’ because the eye and the soul were frequently 
seen as analogous, as the means of perception of the intelligible and sensible 
realms respectively’? It may be hazardous to read too much into the phrase, 
however, since 25.2 is reminiscent of a stock phrase about guarding a favourite. 


a 


DeConick, 125-127, provides an extensive list of parallels to this saying. 

Grant & Freedman, 146; R.McL. Wilson, Studies in the Gospel of Thomas (London: Mowbray, 
1960), 114; Popkes, Menschenbild, 46; Plisch, go. 

7 Pokorny, 70. 

8 Hedrick, 64. 

9 See Gathercole, Composition, 61-63, and in addition, Barn. 1.4; 4.6. 

10  Plisch, 92. 

11 СЕ Pokorný, 70-71, translating the phrase as ‘apple of your eye’. 

12 Cf. Philo, Spec. 3.194. Philo also considers the relation of the pupil to the eye as analogous 
to that of reasoning to the soul (Opif. 66; Prob. 140). 
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26.2... xal тбтє Gv Pad etc ёхВоћеїу тд x&ppoc TÒ Ev TH 69000 p. тоб AdEAGOD 
gov. 


26.2 '... and then you will see clearly to cast out the speck which is in your 
brother's eye. 


26.1 nexe IG xe MXH ETE пв^л ATEKCON KNAY EPOY` псоє лє ETZH NEK- 
BaN KNaY an Epoy’ 26.2 2oTAN EKGANNOYXE Hticoer EBOA eH TER BAN TOTE 
KNANAY EBOA ENOYXE HrLX.H EBOA 2H пв^^ Hriekcon 


26.1 Jesus said, ‘The speck which is in your brother's eye you see, but you do 
not see the beam which is in your eye. 26.2 When you cast out the beam from 
your eye, you will then be able to see to cast out the speck from your brother's 
eye.’ 


Textual Comment 


There is no substantive different between the Coptic and the (partially pre- 
served) Greek here, and indeed the language is extremely close, even extending 
to a shared téte / rore. The introductory жой téte in the Greek suggests that 
an imperative clause preceded the extant text. This almost certainly suggests a 
difference in the Greek's and Coptic's syntax: as the xoi téte implies, the Greek 
almost certainly had the structure '[cast out the beam] and then you will see 
..., Whereas the Coptic has a temporal clause: ‘when you ... then you .... The 
Greek here has the same structure as the Synoptic parallels, and so probably 
reflects the earliest form of Thomas's text. On the other hand, as grammarians 
often note, ‘imperative + future’ is a common way of expressing a condition, 
and so the difference between the Greek and the Coptic is small.2 The varia- 
tion between the Coptic’s ‘cast out the speck from’ and the Greek's ‘cast out 
the speck which is in’ is also reflected in the variation between Matt. 7.5 and 


1 Bibliography for СТЬ 26: Zéckler, Jesu Lehren im Thomasevangelium, 75-82; Goodacre, 
Thomas and the Gospels, 30-33- 


2 Eg. Layton, Coptic Grammar, 415 (§ 501, b & d). 


LOGION 26 321 


Lk. 6.42.? Here again, the Greek is likely, though not certain, to reflect the 
earliest form of the text. 


Interpretation 


This saying (cf. Matt. 7.3-5/Lk. 6.41-42) has a natural link with its predeces- 
sor, both in terminology (‘brother’, ‘eye’) and in theme (cf. also ‘seeing’ in СТЬ 
27.2). GTh 26 might be classified as a specific instance of loving one's brother, 
namely not correcting him in a hypocritical manner. The second half ofthe say- 
ing does leave the possibility of correction open, however. Commentators differ 
on whether to see in this saying constructive teaching about what qualifies 
a disciple to correct another? or more negatively, a description of ‘hypercrit- 
ical persons being completely unaware of their own personal failings'5 The 
lament in 26.1 points in the direction of the latter. This matches the point 
in Irenaeus's quotation of the saying, where it is a warning against heretics 


not to criticise orthodoxy, because in doing so, they are applying double stan- 
dards.* 


Notes 


263 The speck which is in your brother's eye you see, but you do not see the 
beam which is in your eye. The Greek word for ‘speck’ is the rather rare word 
хбрфос̧, which first alerted Grenfell and Hunt to the connection between the 
logia’ and the Gospels.? 


3 DeConick, 128, and Grosso, 158, argue that the Coptic is assimilated to Matthew here, but this 
is not necessarily the case: Sahidic Luke also has the same phraseology in 6.42, which may 
suggest that it is just the simplest translation. 

4 Valantasis, 99. 

Hedrick, 65. 

6 Irenaeus presents this saying of Jesus to the Marcionites, in response to their accusation that 
it was unjust of God in the OT to command the Israelites to plunder the Egyptians: Irenaeus 
responds that (a) it was still an unequal recompense for their years of servitude, and (b) 
everyone, even a Marcionite, enjoys some benefit from pagans, whether it is gifts from pagan 
relatives or friends, or the pax romana. As a result, the Marcionites should remove the mote 
from their own eyes before criticising what the Israelites did (AH 4.30.3). 

7 Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 33. 
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26.2 (Co + When you) cast out the beam from your eye, and then you will 
see clearly (Co + be able to see) to cast out the speck from your brother's eye. 
The nuance of 8tagA£ro is ‘see clearly’; in the Coptic, according to Crum, nay 
egoa means ‘see opp not see, be blind'* The comparative rarity of both хбрфос 
in 26.1 and 8tagA£ro here means that a literary relationship with the Synoptics 
is very probable.9 


8 Crum, 234. 
9 Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, зл. 


Logion 27' 


27.1 A€yel 1" ёбу py ууүттєйтүүт(є) Tov xdcpov, od ph süpyc(s) Thy Вас (оу 
той Qu: xad ёбу p) саВВотісуте тд o&BBatov, оох dWegGe тё(у) npa. 


27.1 Jesus says, 'Unles. 
the kingdom of God. 27 
see the Father.’ 


you fast with respect to the world, you will not find 
And unless you observe the Sabbath, you will not 


27-1ETE(TH)TAPNUCTEYE ENKOCHOC TETHAPE AW ETHATEPO 27.2 ETETHTHEIPE 
HICAMBXUOH NCAB BATON ATETNANAY AN ENELOT 


27.1 ‘Unless you fast from the world, you will not find the kingdom. 27.2 
Unless you observe the Sabbath, you will not see the Father’ 


Textual Comment 


Some resolve the difficulty of тӧу xécpov (vyaotevet + genitive is the norm) by 
appealing toa scribal error, although there are other explanations.’ As it stands, 
the language of 27.1 is just about acceptable, taking tov xócpov as an accusative 


1 Bibliography for СТЬ 27: A. Guillaumont, 'NHEXTEYEIN TON KOSMON (P. Oxy. 1, verso, 
L 5-6), BIFAO 61 (1962), 15-23: A. Baker, '"Fasting to the World”, JBL 84 (1965), 291-294: 
Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘Las prácticas de piedad en el Evangelio de Tomás (logion 6, 14, 27 
y 104), 295-319; Baarda, ‘“If You do not Sabbatize the Sabbath ...”, 178-201; P. Brown, "The 
Sabbath and the Week in ‘Thomas 27', NovT 34 (1992), 193; A.D. DeConick, ‘Fasting from 
the World: Encratite Soteriology in the Gospel of Thomas; in U. Bianchi, ed. The Notion of 
"Religion" in Comparative Research. Selected Proceedings of the XVIth IAHR Congress, Rome, 
314-81 September 1990 (Rome: *L'Erma" di Bretschneider, 1994), 425-440; eadem, Seek to 
See Him: Ascent and Vision Mysticism in the Gospel of Thomas (VCSupps; Leiden: Brill, 1996), 
126-143; P. Nagel, '*Wenn ihr nicht den Sabbat zum Sabbat macht"? Zu EvThom Logion 27; 
in A. Drost-Abgarjan, J. Tubach & M. Zakeri, eds. Sprachen, Mythen, Mythizismen. Festschrift 
Walter Beltz zum 65. Geburtstag (HBO 32; Halle: Institut für Orientalistik, 2001), 507-517; 
A. Le Boulluec, ‘De l'Évangile des Égyptiens à l' Évangile selon Thomas’, in L. Painchaud 
and P.-H. Poirier, eds. Colloque internationale: “U Évangile selon Thomas et les textes de Nag 
Hammadi’: Québec, 29-31 mai 2003 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 251-275 (270-274). 

2 Taylor, The Oxyrhynchus Logia and the Apocryphal Gospels, n; Ménard, 120 (as a possibility). 
Some suggest a wooden translation of a Syriac original, or that tov xócpov is an accusative of 


respect. See Gathercole, Composition, 63-65. 
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of respect. It is very hard to decide whether Coptic has omitted ‘Jesus said; or 
the Greek has added it.? 

The Greek text is longer than the Coptic, and is generally taken to qual- 
ify ‘kingdom’ with tod 6(c0)0. However, the questionable nature of the read- 
ing 0(=о)о here has often been neglected. In recent scholarship, for example, 
Attridge does not even underdot the theta;* DeConick does have a dot, which 
in her system of symbols indicates ‘likelihood’. Uro talks of a reference to God 
‘with certainty’.© When the fragment was first discovered, Grenfell and Hunt did 
not underdot the letter, but V. Bartlet and J.R. Harris had questioned the read- 
ing 6(£0)0, and Taylor saw a clear iota after BagtAciav тоб, and read оо, ‘a natural, 
though apparently quite exceptional abbreviation of усо, Jesus'? This read- 
ing has the disadvantage, however, that Jesus himself would be referring to the 
‘kingdom of Jesus’.8 Having examined the fragment at length, some of the con- 
cerns of Harris and Taylor are justified, and the reading (ус)оо is possible, but 
9(=о)? is also possible, and makes much better sense.? 

This has an important implication, namely that the author of the Greek 
Thomas did not have reservations about using the title 8eóç positively, whereas 
the Coptic translator appears to have removed the title (cf. ‘kingdom of God’ 
vs ‘kingdom’ tout simple). The remaining references to the title ‘god’ (ноуте) in 
the Coptic GTh 30 and 100 may be more ambiguous. 


3 Ricchuiti's assertion that the shorter Coptic 'almost certainly' reflects the earliest form is 
untenable, at least in its confidence (“Tracking Thomas; 213). 

Attridge, ‘Appendix: The Greek Fragments’, 118; Nordsieck, 123, and Pokorny, 72, simply assume 
that 6(c0)Ó is the correct reading. 

DeConick, x, 129. 


^ 


Uro, Thomas, 42. 


Taylor, The Oxyrhynchus Logia and the Apocryphal Gospels, 67-68. 

Taylor's response that Ауе (ооб) could introduce a paraphrase, and have the sense, ‘He 

means ..., is weak (The Oxyrhynchus Logia and the Apocryphal Gospels, 76). 

9 It certainly appears on first glance that there is an t then a (small) abraded letter (which 
could be an omicron), then a clear v. On the other hand, having agonised over this letter for 


ON QUU 


a great deal of time while examining the fragment on 7 May 2013, I concluded that a theta 
is not impossible. There is a slight curve on the vertical line on the left hand side, which 
could suggest a theta, although its length is not easily paralleled with the other thetas in 
the fragment; if it is a theta, the middle of the letter is abraded from top to bottom (across 
the top of the letter, the papyrus is broken through to nothing, and a hole is visible); more 
positively, some of the ink traces on the right hand side of the letter are compatible with a 
theta (including what may be a middle bar projecting outside of the circle, as elsewhere with 
thetas in the fragment). I am grateful to Dr Bruce Barker-Benfield of the Bodleian library for 
giving me permission to examine the fragment. 
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The absence of a Coptic equivalent for the xat at the beginning of 27.2 
in Greek is insignificant; translators often omitted particles such as this, and 
asyndeton is common in Coptic (see textual comment on GTh 6, and discussion 
above in Introduction, $ 2.1). 


Interpretation 


Different solutions have been proposed for the interpretation of this saying. 
(1) Baarda has considered GTh 27 as best understood in a Gnostic framework, 
with 'Sabbath' being a term for the Gnostic demiurge or his creation, so that 
the saying refers to the rejection of the demiurge (27.1) and the material world 
(27.2): the logion is about 'the total denial of present reality of the Cosmos and 
its Creator to enable the finding of the true reality of the kingdom and the 
Еаћег.10 A Gnostic conception is certainly not necessary, however, and does 
not comport with the sense of Thomas elsewhere"! (2) By contrast, DeConick 
sees a traditional Jewish practice here, which connected celibacy and Sabbath 
observance.” This proposal is weakened by the fact that Thomas is elsewhere so 
critical of Jewish practices (e.g. GTh 14, 52—53; see further Introduction, §10.4, 
above, and notes on 27.2 below). The best explanation is probably that adopted 
by the majority of commentators, namely (3) that both Sabbath and fasting 
have become metaphors for something else. 

First, ‘fasting’ and ‘Sabbath observance’ are placed here in parallel as two 
soteriological conditions. Baarda and King rightly aver there must be some 
degree of synonymous parallelism here, even if not absolute: ‘fasting’ and ‘sab- 
batising’ are closely related ideas: namely, abstaining from food and from work 
respectively.'? The same is true of the results in the apodoses: ‘The parallelism 
of structure identifies fasting with observing the Sabbath and identifies finding 
the kingdom with seeing the father.” 

Secondly, there is a reinterpretation of fasting and Sabbath observance,5 
indeed, one might even call this a radicalising extension of them: the true 
disciple is not merely to fast from certain foods, but from the whole world, 


10 Baarda, 'Sabbatize the Sabbath’, 199. 

11 See Introduction, $ 10 (‘Religious Outlook’), and the Appended Note, ‘Is Thomas Gnostic?” 

12 DeConick, 130. 

13 Baarda ‘Sabbatize the Sabbath, 197. 

14 King, ‘Kingdom’, 73-74. Cf. also Nagel, ‘Wenn ihr nicht den Sabbat zum Sabbat macht; 510, 
with a helpful outline of the structure. 

15 Grant & Freedman, 147; Nordsieck, 125. 


326 LOGION 27 


and is not to rest from labour on the Sabbath, but from worldly concerns at 
all times.l6 A total renunciation of anything associated with evil is enjoined. 
The Epistle of Ptolemy to Flora also juxtaposes reference to fasting and Sabbath, 
after a similar explanation of circumcision: 


He wanted us to be circumcised, not in regard to our physical foreskin but 
in regard to our spiritual heart; to keep the Sabbath, for he wishes us to be 
idle in regard to evil works; to fast, not in physical fasting but in spiritual, 
in which there is abstinence from everything evil. 

(Ptolemy, in Epiphanius, Pan. 33.5-11—13) 


Here, Sabbath observance and fasting are metaphors for total rejection of any- 
thing unholy. (We will encounter in GTh 53 an interpretation of circumcision 
similar to that of Ptolemy here.) This parallel adds weight to the probability 
that in GTh 27, the true disciple is to practice a life of extreme abstinence from 
evil, and is to avoid the mechanisms of worldly interaction.” 

The radicalising is seen further in that these are not merely practices foran 
elite, but soteriological conditions, as is evident from the apodoses in both parts 
of the saying (‘unless ... you will not find the kingdom ...; unless ... you will not 
see the Father').!$ 

This saying has featured in discussions of both Thomas's original language, 
and its milieu. Several scholars have commented that the phrase ‘fast to the 
world' suggests a Syriac original, on the grounds that it woodenly translates 
the Syriac phrase sm l'Im*? this view is not without its difficulties, however.?9 
Thomas here clearly reflects a fairly widespread second-century tendency to 
interpret elements of Jewish law metaphorically. A final possibility (though 
only that), is that the close connection between fasting and Sabbath obser- 
vance here may reflect a distance from Judaism: as Schafer notes, ‘The view 


of the Sabbath as a fast-day seems to have been widespread among Greek and 
Latin authors?! 


16 бее the suggestion of this in Plisch, 93-94. 
17 Ménard, 120-121. 


18 DeConick, ‘Fasting’, 441. 

19 Guillaumont argues that the object marker /- has been mistakenly taken to mark the direct 
object, whereas in Syriac it can also identify an indirect object. In Greek a direct object of 
vyotevew is awkward. Guillaumont, ‘NHZTEYEIN TON KOZMON, 21. 

20 Gathercole, Composition, 63-65. 

21 P. Schafer, Judeophobia: Attitudes Toward the Jews in the Ancient World (Cambridge MA: 
Harvard University Press, 1997), 89, noting Martial, Epigrammata 4.4; Suetonius, Aug. 76. 
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Notes 


27.1 Unless you fast with respect to (Co: from) the world. As noted the Greek 
makes sense (by the skin of its teeth) only by taking tov xócyov an accusative 
of respect; the Coptic is perfectly acceptable, though єпкосмос should not be 
taken in a dative sense but as denoting distance.?? Here we have a metaphorical 
fasting, because its scope (‘the world’) is so greatly expanded. Traditional Jew- 
ish and Christian fasting is also seen in a negative light elsewhere in Thomas 
(GTh 6, 14, though cf. 104). There is an interesting parallel to this saying in 
Clement, Strom. 3.15.99.4, where those who have ‘made themselves eunuchs 
from all sin for the sake of the kingdom of heaven’ are glossed as ‘those who 
fast to the world’ (oi tod xdcpou vyotevovtes; cf. Ecl. Proph. 14.1: tOv xocquxv 
wyotevetv). Here, ‘fasting to the world’ is placed in parallel with making oneselfa 
eunuch for the kingdom, confirming a sense of radical asceticism and suggest- 
ing a metaphorical or 'spiritualised' meaning for the fast. Barn. 3.3 interprets 
fasting in the first instance as abstinence from evil (which is then broadened 
to wider moral concerns). In Herm. 54 [Sim. 5.1] the shepherd tells Hermas that 
the fast which he has been observing so far is useless and futile (буофе%с ... 
yéxatoc, 54 [Sim. 5.1].3-4), but that there is another, true fast: 


Do nothing evil in your life, and serve the Lord with a pure heart. Keep 
hiscommandments, as you walk in his decrees, and let no evil desire enter 
your heart. Trust God. And if you do these things and fear him and restrain 
yourself from every evil deed, you will live to God. And if you do these 
things, you will accomplish a great fast, acceptable to God. 

(54 [Sim. 5].5) 


Itis not clear that the phrase ‘fasting from the world’ has any specific reference 
to abstinence from sex.23 

The world (also mentioned in the following saying, GTh 28) in Thomas is 
a corpse (GTh 56), so abstinence from or rejection of it is a desideratum (cf. 
GTh 110). Sellew rightly points out that the kind of fasting envisaged in 27.1 
has nothing to do with recognition of sinfulness.24 Baker shows that the very 
similar Syriac idiom used several times in the Liber Graduum means abstaining 


22  Onec-inthis sense, see Guillaumont, 'NHETEYEIN TON KOZMON; 17. Р 

23 Расе DeConick, ‘Fasting’, 433, and Le Boulluec, ‘De l'Évangile des Égyptiens à 1 Évangile 
selon Thomas’, 271. 

24 Sellew, ‘Pious Practice and Social Formation’, 52. 
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from the world qua evil:?5 a similar meaning is very likely here in Thomas. The 
command concerns withdrawal and disengagement from that world.?® 

The presence of ‘world’ in sayings 27 and 28 (3x) may indicate a catchword 
connection between the sayings. 

271 You will not find the kingdom of God (om. Co). The sense of the 
apodosis (cf. GTh 49; Matt. 13.44—46) is straightforwardly soteriological. On the 
kingdom in Thomas, see Introduction, § 10.1 above. The reading ‘of God’ in the 
Greek is nota cast-iron certainty, but is probable (see Textual Comment above). 

27.2 And (om. Co) unless you observe the Sabbath. There is almost cer- 
tainly no specific reference to celibacy оп the Sabbath in view here; DeConick's 
observation to this effect is surprising given her assessment that Thomas advo- 
cates ‘a life of celibacy or singlehood' in general.?? Additionally, the meaning is 
probably not ‘maintaining the Sabbath all week long’.?8 ‘Sabbath’ (rather than 
‘week’) is the more frequent sense of both the Greek and Coptic words: the 
phrase саВВотібо tò aáßßatov probably just means ‘observe Sabbath'29? Grobel's 
argument, by contrast, that the reference is to literal Sabbath-observance is 
implausible.2° It would be unlikely if a conventional statement about Sabbath 
observance were paired with such a radical statement about fasting, where one 
would expect a close parallelism. As a result, it is illegitimate to claim that ‘the 
phrase, "to observe the Sabbath as a Sabbath" present in Thomas, is indicative 
of its Palestinian heritage, suggesting that the Thomasites were tied closely to 
the *Hebrews" of the primitive Jerusalem organization of which James was the 
leader?! Bauckham has shown that there is ample parallel to the metaphorical 
use of Sabbath in the second century.?? The general view is correct, that the 


25 Baker, ‘Fasting to the World’, 292—293; cf. also Guillaumont, 'NHZTEYEIN TON KOZMON. 

26 Valantasis, 101. 

27 Pace DeConick, ‘Fasting from the World’, 433. She gives her view of the scope of Thomas's 
encratism in a helpful summary at the bottom of the same page. 

28 Brown, ‘Sabbath and the Week’, 193; cf. similarly Nagel, ‘Wenn ihr nicht den Sabbat zum 
Sabbat macht, 513. 

29 Lev. 23.32; 26.34-35; 2 Chr. 36.21. Cf. the use of oaßBatičw to refer to Sabbath observance in 
Ignatius, Magn. 9.1. 

30  Grobel,'How Gnostic’, 373. 

31 DeConick, ‘Fasting from the World’, 432. 

32 бее RJ. Bauckham, ‘Sabbath and Sunday in the Post-Apostolic Church; іп D.A. Carson, 
ed. From Sabbath to Lord’s Day (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1982), 251-298 (265-269). 
Thomas's focus on the Sabbath as abstinence differs from the strand of interpretation 
which eschatologises the Sabbath, as e.g. Hebrews, and Barn. 15. Cf. also another sense 
of the Sabbath, as ‘the day from above, which has no night, and from the light which does 
not sink, because it is perfect’ (Gos. Truth 32,27—30). 
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reference is, as King puts it, to ‘proper observance of the demands of the 
father,?? though given the Sabbath imagery, these demands (at least in this say- 
ing) are probably patterns of abstinence. The verb ceBBatitw is used by Justin 
ina context about repentance ( Dial. 12.3); Tertullian uses the loan-word sabba- 
tizare to refer to abstinence from any ignoble deed (Adv. Jud. 4). Interestingly, 
both of them note the need to 'sabbatize' permanently, not just on one day in 
the week. In Thomas there may also be an implication of the need to cultivate 
the thoroughgoing ‘rest’ mentioned frequently in Thomas (GTh 50, 51, бо, до), 
though this is less clear. 

27.2 You will not see the Father. The reference to not seeing the Father 
(cf. Matt. 18.10; Jn 6.46; 14.9) is easily comprehensible as roughly synonymous 
with the apodosis in 27.1. The sanction is again soteriological: those who do 
not renounce the world and involvement in it will not rediscover the Father. 
It is not certain whether the vision of the Father here is also metaphorical or 
reflects a real expectation of visionary experience: see further on GTh 15 above. 
The theme of seeing appears either side of GTh 27 in both GTh 26 and 28.3. 


33 King, ‘Kingdom’, 73. Cf. also Le Boulluec, ‘De l'Évangile des Égyptiens à l Évangile selon 
Thomas; 273 n. 105. 


Logion 28' 


28a Аёүє ic [ao] my ev péow tod хёсроо xai ѓу сарх[|= [1 ©фбуу офтоб 28.2 
хо ebpov лбутос peðýovtaç xal obdéva є®©роу Зєцро(у)та ёу ото 28.3 xal 
movet y) puyý pov eri tots vioic тфу «ушу Sti тофАо! eiat TH хордіа adta[v] 
xai [00] ВАёт[оосиу]... 


28.1 Jesus said, ‘I s(t]ood in the midst of the world and I appeared to them 
in flesh. 28.2 And I found them all drunk, and I found none among them 
thirsting. 28.3 And my soul is distressed over the sons of men, because they 
are blind in thei[r] hearts and [do not] see ...’. 


28.1 пєхє 1С xe aee EPAT phi THUTE HIKOCHOC AYM ACLOYMNE EBON NAY 
eñ capz 28.2 aeige єрооү THPOY EYTACE AME CAaay бгнтоү eqose 28.3 
ANO атә{үхн T TKAC exi панрє tippa»e XE PHBAXeeve NE га noveuT axo 
CENAY EBOA AN XE ATAYE! ENKOCHOC EYGOYEIT CYWINE ON єтроүє EBOA 2M 
пкоснос eYajoverr 28.4 MANN TENOY CETO?E LOTAN EYGANNE? поүнрг TOTE 
CENAPHETANOEI 


28.1 Jesus said, 'I stood in the midst of the world and I appeared to them in 
flesh. 28.2 I found them all drunk; I found none among them thirsting. 28.3 
And my soul is distressed over the sons of men, because they are blind in their 
hearts and do not see, for they came into the world empty, and they seek still 
to come out of the world empty. 28.4 However, now they are drunk, but when 
they cast off their wine, then they will repent.’ 


1 Bibliography for GTh 28: Gartner, Theology of the Gospel of Thomas, 190-194; J.B. Bauer, 
‘De “labore” Salvatoris: Evang. Thom. Log. 28. 98. 107, VD 40 (1962), 123—130; Dunderberg, 
‘Thomas’ l-Sayings and the Gospel of John’, 46-49; Zóckler, Jesu Lehren im Thomasevangelium, 
132-135; Dunderberg, Beloved Disciple in Conflict, 76—84: 5. Witetschek, 'Scheinbar im Fleisch 
erschienen? Zur Frage nach doketistischer Christologie in Ev Thom 28, in J. Schröter, ed. The 
Apocryphal Gospels within the Context of Early Christian Theology (BEThL; Leuven: Peeters, 
2013), 563-573. 
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Textual Comment 


The Greek, as far as it goes, and the Coptic are remarkably similar. All three 
loanwords in the Coptic (космос, caps, tyxu) also appear in the Greek. The only 
real difference is that, as in previous sayings (cf. e.g. GTh 26.2; 27.2) the Coptic 
has a preference for asyndeton: neither of the two xaís in 28.2 in Greek has an 
equivalent word in Coptic (see Introduction, $ 2: ‘A Comparison of the Greek 
and Coptic Texts’). 


Interpretation 


The two main foci of this logion, which may have a poetic structure,” are 
christology and anthropology. It is commonly asserted that this saying is the 
principal evidence of a sapiential christology in Thomas, with Jesus either 
Wisdom incarnate or a representative of Wisdom.’ It is difficult to assess how 
conscious this is, however, or whether the christological motifs in this saying are 
assembled from a patchwork of different traditions. Certainly the view of GTh 
13.3, in which Jesus is characterised by Matthew as a wise philosopher, does not 
appear to be endorsed. One can certainly find parallels between GTh 28 and 
wisdom tradition, but the emphasis in this saying is on the state of the world 
rather than on the identity of Jesus (see also the discussion of GTh go.1 below). 
The language in 28.1 is standard in descriptions of the incarnation and does not 
necessarily have any sapiential connotations.* 1 Timothy's ёфоуєробу £v сорхі 
(3.16), and Barn. 5.6 (£v capxt «®тду oavepcfjvat) are very close to Thomas here.5 
The exasperation of Jesus here fits with other sayings in Thomas as well (e.g. 
GTh 92), as does the more optimistic outlook at the end of the saying (cf. GTh 
73). The characterisation of humanity as blind, empty and drunk provides the 
context for Jesus' distress, but the saying ends on an optimistic note. 


Pokorny, 73. СТЬ 28.1-3 consists of four couplets, but 28.4 is more prosaic. 
Davies, ‘Christology and Protology’, 674; cf. idem, Christian Wisdom; Nordsieck, 128: 'Reprüsen- 
tant dieser Weisheit'; Dunderberg, Beloved Disciple, 88—89; Nordsieck, 127. 

4 Cf Davies, Gospel of Thomas and Christian Wisdom, 96; W.E. Arnal, "The Rhetoric of Marginal- 
ity: Apocalypticism, Gnosticism, and Sayings Gospels’, HTR 88 (1995), 471-494 (473). 

5 СЕ also Barn. 6.6/7, 9, 14; 14.5. Grosso, 159, refers to Jesus here in terms of heavenly pre- 
existence as in John's prologue. 

6 Valantasis, 102-103, highlights the positive outlook of the saying. 
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Notes 


28.1 I stood in the midst of the world. The presence of ‘world’ in sayings 27 
and 28 (3x), as well perhaps as the ‘finding’ in 28.2, may indicate a catchword 
connection between the sayings (as perhaps also ‘seeing’ in GTh 27.2 and 28.3). 
The sense is probably not 'in the centre of the world' in a geographical sense, 
interesting though this suggestion 15.7 The closest parallel is perhaps that of 
the risen Jesus standing ‘in the midst of’ (£v џёсф) the disciples in Luke 24.36 
(cf. Matt. 18.20). The world here refers primarily to the people in it, hence the 
parallel between ‘in the midst of the world’ and ‘to them’ in 28.2.8 

28.1 And I appeared to them in flesh. Scholars have generally now moved 
away from a docetic interpretation of this statement, such as can be found 
in Gärtner.’ (In this respect, one might draw attention to a movement in 
Thomas scholarship parallel to a similar tendency in scholarship on the Gospel 
of Peter) Indeed, it is even possible that there is some kind of anti-docetic 
intent here." The reference is a general, imprecise one indicating that Jesus 
was in some sense 'incarnate' in flesh. The reference to standing in the midst of 
the world further reinforces the sense of contact between Jesus and material 
reality, as perhaps does Jesus' pained soul in 28.3, although such emotions 
are also mythologised in systems without real incarnation.'? The language of 
appearance is not necessarily suspicious. There are also references in Thomas 


7 Leipoldt, Evangelium nach Thomas, 62, suggesting the possibility of Palestine. 

Hedrick, 67, rather than (as in Pokorny, 74) the material world. 

Gartner, Theology of the Gospel of Thomas, 141-142. His attempt to drive a wedge between 

the language of Thomas and 1 Tim. 3.16 is strained. ®peyv need not imply an appearance 

of something from the supernatural realm (cf. e.g. 1 Macc. 4.6; Ac. 7.26), and even if it did, 

this need not entail docetism. For criticism of the docetic interpretation, see Dunderberg, 

Beloved Disciple, 86-87; R. Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘La madre de Jesüs en el Evangelio de 

Tomas (Logia 55, 99, 101 y 105), in idem, Estudios sobre el Evangelio de Tomás (Madrid: 

Editorial Ciudad Nueva, 1997), 271-284 (271), asserts that, for Thomas, Jesus had a carnal 

birth, even if there is no interest in his earthly mother. Hedrick, 67, however, maintains a 

view that Jesus is 'not really human’. See further the discussion in Witetschek, 'Scheinbar 

im Fleisch erschienen: 

10 бее the discussions in P.M. Head, ‘On the Christology of the Gospel of Peter’, VC 46 (1992), 
209-224; P. Foster, The Gospel of Peter: Introduction, Critical Edition and Commentary 
(TENTS; Leiden: Brill, 2010), 157—165. 

11  Nordsieck, 127. 


© 


12 Itis not necessarily the case that the incarnation is construed here in the same way asin, 
say, Paul or John. 
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to Jesus’ mother and family (GTh 99, 101, 79).? ‘Flesh’ appears also іп СТЬ 29, 
perhaps as a catchword link. 

28.2 And (om. Co) I found them all drunk, and (om. Co) I found none 
among them thirsting. Drunkenness can sometimes have a positive sense 
(e.g. Odes Sol. 1.7-8), but it is very clearly negative here, suggesting wilful 
stupidity. As noted above in connection with GTh 13, in Nag Hammadi writings 
drunkenness is a metaphor for ignorance (Thom. Cont. 139,37; Ap. Jas. 3,9) and 
imperfection (Zost. 7312—15). Even more strongly, it can connote being under 
the influence of an evil delusion (Rev. 17.2; 18.3). The problem of the ignorance 
is compounded by ignorance of the ignorance: none are even thirsty, on which 
compare GTh 74's reference to the many around the well but none drinking 
from it. ‘Thirsting’ as recognising one's need is a traditional motif (Isa. 55.1; Matt. 
5.6). 

28.3 And my soul is distressed over the sons of men, because they are blind 
in their hearts and do not see. There is a hint here of possible loving concern 
for humanity in the reference to Jesus' pain, though the dominant sentiment 
is perhaps frustration. It is possible that the sense of лоу exl is labour on 
behalf оР (as in Barn. 20.2/ Did. 5.2), but equally possible linguistically (e.g. 
Pss. Sol. 2.14) and more likely in the context is a reference to anguish, given the 
subordinate clause ('... because they are blind etc.).4 ‘Sons of men’ is simply 
areference to humanity in general. The image of humanity has changed from 
drunkenness to blindness, though the reference is still to ignorance. The last 
part of the Coptic might be translated ‘cannot see’ (see note on 26.2 above). 

28.3 For they came into the world empty, and they seek still to come out 
ofthe world empty. The third image used after drunkenness and blindness is 
emptiness. This saying is a version ofa widely distributed proverb which is both 
biblical and classical. The ‘emptiness’ in these other proverbs, however, refers 
to the lack of wealth possessed by the newborn or the dead. In this context 
in Thomas it is probably more the spiritual deficiency noted in GTh 67: the 
reference is to emptiness of knowledge.!5 


13 Riley, Resurrection, 128-129. 

14 Itis possible that СТ 28.3 is evidence for the application of Isa. 53.11 (&ró тоб móvou THS 
фоҳӣс 9x00) to Jesus. 

15 — Jobrzucf Ps. 48.18; Eccl. 5.15; Philo, Spec.1.294-295;1 Tim. 6.7; Polycarp, Phil. 4.1; cf. Seneca, 
Ep. 102.25: non licet plus efferre quarn intuleris. For bibliography, see І.Н. Marshall, The 
Pastoral Epistles (ICC; London/New York: Continuum, 1999), 635. 

16 Cf. Davies, The Gospel of Thomas: Annotated and Explained, 40, referring to emptiness of 
wisdom. 
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28.4 However, now they are drunk, but when they cast off their wine, then 
they will repent.” The conclusion to the saying here is surprisingly optimistic 
in outlook. ‘Casting off wine’ here is probably an idiom for sobering up, rather 
than for stopping drinking.’® The advantage of the return to the imagery of 
drunkenness (over blindness and emptiness) is that drunkenness is naturally 
followed by sobering up. The final element returns to the more theological 
language of repentance, mentioned only here in Thomas. This accentuates the 
human agency involved in embracing the revelation of Jesus and the kingdom. 


17  Hedrick's translation of the last phrase as a question (‘will they then change their minds?) 
is unnecessarily negative. 
18  Sorightly Plisch, 95; Pokorny, 73 translates ‘shake off their (intoxication from) wine’. 


Logion 29' 


29.3 [...]yv xvo»xy' e'ta( v). 
29.3 '... poverty. 


29.1 NEXE IC &a).Xe га reaps axpue 


BE TINA оүаупнреє тє 29.2 EYXE TINA 
лє ETBE TICMMA OYAUMHPE папире NE 29.3 AAA ANOK’ {р аупнрв Anast XE 
NMC ATEEINOG HANTPAMAO ACOYWM? PN TEGINNTEHKE 


29.1 Jesus said, ‘If the flesh has come into being because of the spirit, it is a 
marvel! 29.2 And if the spirit because of the body, it is a marvel indeed! 29.3 
But I do marvel at how this great wealth has come to dwell in this poverty!’ 


Textual Comment 


The Greek here is so fragmentary that the only complete word preserved is the 
last ‘poverty’ (ntwxelav), and so P. Oxy. I1 is of no use for the interpretation here. 


Interpretation 


The principal interpretative questions in this enigmatic trilogy are twofold. 
First, the nature of the conditionals in 29.1-2, and secondly, the implications 
of this decision for Thomas's theology of the relationship between spirit and 
body. 

On the first point, some have proposed (1) that 29.1 and 29.2 are alternatives; 
others (2) that they might both be true; still others (3) that neither can be true.? 
Itis often thought that the particle introducing both conditional clauses (¢@¢, 
‘if’) is used to introduce a factual presupposition, that is, it is strictly speaking 


1 Bibliography for GTh 29: Gärtner, Theology ofthe Gospel of Thomas, 194-197: Patterson, Jesus 
Meets Plato’, 186—190. 

2 Grant & Freedman, 148; Gärtner, Theology of the Gospel of Thomas, 194—195: Montefiore & 
Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists, 99; Patterson, ‘Jesus Meets Plato’, 189; Hedrick, 70; Grosso, 
161. 


336 LOGION 29 


nota condition but a presupposition (‘since ...’, ‘if, as is the case, ...'):? this would 
entail view (2) above. This sense of ea)xe is not consistent, however.* There is 
little within Thomas to suggest that the two statements are true. Although it 
is difficult to be certain, perhaps the best explanation of 29.1-2—as is taken 
perhaps by the majority—is that they are 'two rejected alternatives, arranged in 
ascending order of improbability5 The reason for this is an apparent contrast 
with the reality expressed in 29.3. It is especially unlikely that, as Nordsieck 
argues, a positive relation between soul and body is assumed Һеге.6 

Secondly, one can ask whether 29.3 might presuppose a particular view 
of the soul-spirit's descent into bodies. There are various conceptions of the 
fall of the soul (or spirit) in the intellectual environment of Thomas. The 
understanding of the fall of the soul particular to Thomas is unclear, if indeed 
the author had a worked out idea: for some options, see Introduction, §10.1. 
Whatis clearin this saying is that the close relation of soul-spirit and body-flesh 
is something extremely regrettable, as GTh 112 makes clear: ‘Woe to the flesh 
which hangs on the soul. Woe to the soul which hangs on the flesh. The 
‘astonishment’ in GTh 29 is therefore at something shocking, rather than at 
something wonderful. 


Notes 


29.1 If the flesh has come into being because of the spirit, it is a marvel! What 
is clear in this saying is the superiority of the spirit to the flesh in the heavenly/ 
cosmic hierarchy? A difficulty lies in whether the preposition ‘because of 
(erse) should be understood in a causal sense (‘as a result of the spirit’) or in 
a final sense (‘for the sake of the spirit').? Zóckler sees an allusion to Genesis 
2.7 and the creation of the flesh so that it can carry the infused breath of God.? 


3 Layton, Coptic Grammar, 409—410 (88 494—495); Crum, 63b. 

4 A brief examination of the first half of Matthew's gospel in Sahidic shows a factual sense in 
4-3, 6; 6.30; 7.11; 8.31(?); 10.25; 11.14(?); 12.28; 14.28(?), and a conditional sense in 5.29, 30; 6.23; 
1121(?); 12.26, 27. Indeed, іп the last two cases, the conditions are clearly not met (‘if Satan 
casts out Satan ... ‘if I cast out demons by Beelzebul eise 


5 Montefiore & Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists, 99. 
Nordsieck, 130. 


о 


It is not that the flesh is positive here (pace Davies, Gospel of Thomas and Christian Wisdom, 
73); otherwise there would be no ‘wonder’. 


8 Apointhelpfully and clearly expressed in Nordsieck, 130. 
9 Zóckler, Jesu Lehren im Thomasevangelium, 122. 
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Others have seen a reference to the incarnate flesh of Jesus.!? The main point 
is that the superiority of the spirit is maintained, as in GTh 29.3. The reference 
to ‘flesh’ may be a catchword link, picking up the use in GTh 28. 

29.2 And if the spirit because of the body, it is a marvel indeed! This 
more elliptical contrasting statement is an even more paradoxical one. The 
hypothetical wonderment is at the idea that something in the fleshly realm 
could attract the generation of spirit." 

29.3 But I do marvel at how this great wealth has come to dwell in this 
poverty! Plisch remarks that such an expression of ‘wondering bewilderment’ 
cannot have referred originally to Jesus, but must have been a commentator's 
gloss.” It is not so unimaginable, however: Jesus can be amazed in the Synoptic 
tradition as well (Mk 6.6; Matt. 8.10/ Lk. 7.9). The woeful situation of the 
soul within the body is a common-place.? Some scholars have also, probably 
wrongly, seen a reference to incarnation in 29.3." A link with СТЬ 28 is unlikely, 
since the language of GTh 29 is suggestive of a cosmogonic or anthropological 
statement, rather than one specifically christological. 


10 Valantasis, 103-104 (a possibility); Pokorny, 75. 

11 DeConick, 135; pace Pokorny, 75, who writes of the work of spiritual conversions being 
implied here. 

12 Plisch, 96. 

13 Cf. Gos. Phil. 56,20—26; Auth. Teach. 27,25-27: ‘Our soul is indeed ill, because she dwells in 
a house of poverty’. 

14 Montefiore & Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists, 99. 


Logion 30! 


зол [A£y ]& [T őn]ov ёй Gow [тр] [<], e[ictv] 9С 30.2 xai [8] o[v] efis] 
ёстіу póvoç, [Aé]yw- &yo cipt pet’ adt[od]. 30.3/77.3 eyet[p]ov tov №о(у) 
х@хєї [=]0рўс=с pe 30.4/77.2 сҳісоу тд EvAov xdryà Exel elu. 

(Restoration exempli gratia.) 


зол [Jesus sa]id, [Whe]re there are [three], th{ey are] gods. 30.2 And 
[where] there is o[ne] alone, I s(ay] I am with hi[m]. 30.3/77.3 ШЛЕ the 
stone and you will | f Jind me. 30.4/77-2 Split the wood and I am there: 


30.1 пєҳє1с xe rna єүй ауомтноүтє Hina eHNOYTE NE 30.2 naa. єүн CNaY H 
ora anor tooor nunaq [сЁ 77.2 00? ANOYWE anor Тамгү 77-3 Чї ANANE 
вррәї aya TeTua?€ epoci Hua] 


30.1 Jesus said, ‘Where there are three gods, they are gods. 30.2 Where there 
are two or one, I am with him? [cf. 77.2 Split wood, I am there; 77.3 lift the 
stone and you will find me there.] 


Textual Comment 


This is probably the most complicated saying from a text-critical point of view, 
both because it is one of the two cases where there is considerable difference 
between the Greek and Coptic (cf. also GTh 36), and because the Greek text is 
extremely difficult to read at important points. 

We will first address the reading of the Greek text, since only then will we be 
able to compare it with the Coptic. 


304 at least can be reconstructed so that the Greek and Coptic say more or 
less the same thing: 


1 Bibliography for GTh зо: A.F. Walls, ‘Stone and Wood in Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 1, VC16 (1962), 
71-76; J. Jeremias, The Unknown Sayings of Jesus (London: SPCK, 21964), 106-11; C.H. Roberts, 
‘The Gospel of Thomas: Logion 30a’, JTS 21 (1970), 91-92; B. Englezakis, ‘Thomas, Logion 
30, NTS 25 (1978-1979), 262-272; H.W. Attridge, “The Original Text of Gos. Thom., Saying 30, 
BASP (1979), 153-157; T. Onuki, ‘Das Logion 77 des koptischen Thomasevangeliums und der 
gnostische Animismus;, in J. Frey, J. Schröter & E.E. Popkes, eds. Das Thomasevangelium: 


Entstehung—Rezeption—Theologie (BZNW 157; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008), 294-317; 
Eisele, Welcher Thomas, 149-171. 
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Coptic: Jesus said, ‘Where there are three gods, they are gods.’ 
Guillaumont: — [Aéy]ec [T(jco9)c: Sx Jou ёбу dow [ү 0]e[ot], [сіу] Sol: 
Attridge: [Aéy Jet ['1(n509)c 8x Jou ёду dow [te] [ic], e[iciv] Oot: 
SG: [^&y Jet [T(ycod)¢: ӧл Jou £&v Mow [... vp]s[ic], [сіу] Geol: 


Roberts states that [tp |¢[ics] is preferable to [ү 8]e[ot], since it would be odd 
to have a numeral symbol ү and then later ¢[{¢] written in full.? On the other 
hand, [тр] may be too short, as there ought to be 3-4 letters rather than just 
two. As far as the troublesome final characters are concerned ('gods; or ‘athe- 
ists), Roberts reports on his autopsy (in 1969 or 1970) that the traces are 
compatible with either etctv6sot or ettva&sot? In my own inspection of the 
manuscript, I found it very difficult to see an alpha before 6¢ot.* Because of 
the Coptic, and the strangeness of a reference to d6sot, Sol is more proba- 
ble. In any case, an interpretation can scarcely assume the presence of ‘athe- 
ists’. 

30.2 is less controversial. The reading is very likely to be хой [8x]o[v] efis] 
éotw pdvos, [A€] yw" eye cip pet’ оот[об |. Roberts criticised Marcovich's reading 
y доо in place of Aeyo, on the grounds that it emends a Greek which makes 
sense so that it conforms to a Coptic text which does not.5 Roberts' autopsy 
also confirmed to him that the v in Marcovich's доо was impossible.5 

What then are the similarities and differences between the Greek and the 
Coptic? As displayed above, we have a difference of order between the Coptic 
and P. Oxy. 11. There has been a secondary joining of 30.3-4 to 77, on the basis 
of a Coptic catchword link (nw; see on GTh 77). It is unclear whether there 
is any theological consequence to this change of order, though there may be 
an amplified impression of pantheism in the Coptic. The Coptic's extra 'gods' 
in 301 is probably the result of a scribal error. The untranslated хо! at the 
beginning of 30.2 is just another example of Coptic's preference for asyndetic 


Roberts, ‘Logion 30a’, 91. 

3 Roberts, ‘Logion 30a’, 92 n. 1. 

4 221х.2008. Before Osoi, there is quite a lot of ink across the top (which is also visible in 
Bernhard's photo). Hence, I agree with DeConick, 136, that Attridge's reading (following 
Grenfell & Hunt's second reading) is unlikely. However, her alternative suggestion is not easier 
to substantiate: the lettering is just extremely unclear for both the letters preceding @¢ot. It is 
interesting that Grenfell & Hunt initially did not suggest a letter before Geot here, but then 
later did. 

5 Roberts, ‘Logion 30a’, 91. 

6 Roberts, 'Logion 30a’, 91—92. 
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linkage.” The only clear difference of substance is that the Coptic has made the 
condition of Jesus' presence 'two or one' in 30.2, rather than just one. In the 
absence of any reason to the contrary, it is probably easiest to see the Coptic's 
‘two ог as an addition. This may even have come in at a late stage in the Coptic, 
because the Coptic retains ‘with him’ singular. 


Interpretation 


Despite all the difficulties both with the text and the interpretation of this 
saying, as Englezakis notes, the issue begins with the question of what definesa 
minyan.® There seems to be some contrast between a negatively valued ‘three’ 
in 30.1 and a positively valued ‘one’ in 30.2. The reduction of the minyan to 
‘one’ in the Greek comports nicely with Thomas's emphasis on being solitary: 
the requirement of two or three in Matthew 18.20 (‘For where there are two 
or three gathered in my name, I am there in their midst’) is probably seen as 
unnecessary and even misguided. Whatever the polemic or otherwise in 30.1, 
there is a defence in 30.2 of solitarism,? and this is amplified in 30.3-4 with the 
emphasis on Jesus' presence with the individual: Jesus is equally manifest in 
mundane situations such as making a fire (‘split the wood’) or building work 
(lift the stone’). 

There is almost certainly some sort of relationship between Thomas's say- 
ing and and the roughly contemporaneous options for interpreting Matthew 
18.20 as reported by Clement of Alexandria. One interpretation which he notes 
records the demiurge being with the three, i.e. husband, wife and child (cf. 30.1), 
but that the saviour God is present with the single elect (cf. 30.2). Itis difficult 
to know the precise relationship between Clement's report and GTh 30, how- 
ever.10 


7 See above on e.g. 26.2; 27-2, and Introduction, § 2: ‘A Comparison of the Greek and Coptic 
Texts’. 
Englezakis, ‘Thomas, Logion 30, 264. 
Englezakis, ‘Thomas, Logion 30^ 267. 

10 Strom. 310.68—70. Clement reports various explanations of the ‘three’ For additional 
information about the early interpretation of the Matthew passage, see C. Andresen, 
““Ubi tres, ecclesia est, licet laici": Kirchengeschichtliche Reflexionen zu einem Satz des 
Montanisten Tertullian Matt 18:20, іп H. Schróer & G. Müller, eds. Vom Amt des Laien in 
Kirche und Theologie (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1982), 103-121. 
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30.1 Where there are three (Co: + gods), they are gods. The translation of the 
main clause as‘... they are in God’ is impossible." Since the Coptic's additional 
'gods' is probably the result of a scribal error, it can be discounted. Some have 
seen here a criticism of Christian trinitarian doctrine,? but if this were a con- 
cern ofthe author, Thomas's incorporation of GTh 44 (with its reference to blas- 
phemy of Father, Son and Spirit) would be something of an own goal. Hedrick's 
allusion to polytheism perhaps rests too much on a context of Egyptian trithe- 
ism.? A reference to three gods as judges is unlikely, as it rests too much on 
the shaky foundation of a Semitic original.'* Additionally, the Greek makes best 
sense as referring to three people. A polemical reference to a family of husband, 
wife and child, as we saw discussed by Clement, is a possibility. Plisch consid- 
ers 30.1 hopelessly corrupt.!5 This may be correct. The intention in the saying is 
probably critical of the ‘three’, but this is unclear in the texts as they stand. 

30.2 And (om. Co) where there is one alone (Co: are two or one), I say (om. 
Со) Тат with him. Most see an antithetical relationship between зол and 2, but 
DeConick sees a reference to divine presence ‘whenever they gathered together 
and studied as well as whenever they were аіопел6 The point is probably an 
emphasis on Jesus' presence with the individual, however, and a rewriting of 
Matthew 18.20 in that light. In its context in Matthew 18.15-20, the reference 
is to the number required to act as a ‘court’ of church discipline, but here the 
concern is the presence of Jesus in general. 

30.3—4 Lift the stone and you will find me (Co + there). Split the (om. Co) 
wood, and (om. Co) I am there. Some have seen here a pantheistic world- 
view;" others focus on Jesus’ omnipresence.!? A different view is taken by Jere- 


11 WG. Morrice, Hidden Sayings of Jesus: Words Attributed to Jesus outside the Four Gospels 
(London: SPCK, 1997), 121. This would require гм nuove for ‘in God’ (the article is obliga- 
tory). 

12 Grant & Freedman, 149; Pokorny, 76. 

13  Hedrick, 71. 

14 For discussion of this view (taken by Guillaumont, DeConick and, similarly, Englezakis), 
see Gathercole, Composition, 66-67. 

15 Plisch, 97. 

16  DeConick, 137. 

17 Walls, ‘Stone and Wood, refers to the possibility of a pantheistic, or, better, a ‘panchristic’ 
sense (72); also E.E. Popkes, ‘“Ich bin das Licht —Erwágungen zur Verhültnisbestimmung 
des Thomasevangeliums und der johanneischen Schriften anhand der Lichtmetaphorik; 
in J. Frey, ed. Kontexte des Johannesevangeliums (Tübingen: Mohr, 2004), 641-674 (653), 
though perhaps just in reference to GTh 77. 

18 Pokorný, 76. 
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mias, who sees a commendation of quotidian labour (perhaps contra Eccl. 
10.9).'? One might think this strange in the rarefied spiritual ambience of 
Thomas, however. Walls sees a metaphorical reference to (Christian) sacrifice, 
the stone representing the metaphorical altar and the wood the fire.?? ‘Raising 
the stone, cleaving the wood, the Gnostic offers true worship and thanksgiving. 
He alone knows how to offer the true, spiritual sacrifice: and, when he does so, 
Jesus is there.?! This is ingenious, but stone and wood are not the most natural 
images of sacrifice. A reference to omnipresence is possible, though 30.3-4 are 
enigmatic: these statements probably simply refer to the perpetual presence 
of Jesus with the true disciple in all circumstances, however mundane. When 
these words are transplanted into GTh 77, a strong sense of omnipresense or 
even of panchristism is highly probable. 


19 Jeremias, Unknown Sayings, 110-111. 
20 Walls, ‘Stone and Wood, 73- 
21 Walls, 'Stone and Wood' 76. 


Logion 31' 


noe? Gepamtelac eic tods y (s) vogxovrac avtd(v). 


Зіл Jesus said, ‘A prophet is not acceptable in his own homeland, 31.2 nor 
does a doctor provide treatments for those who know him? 


311 пєхє 1C MA профитис YUT рї neq[pue 31.2 HAPE coe рөєрхпєүє 
RueT cooyn амо 


gi. Jesus said, ‘A prophet is not acceptable in his own village. 31.2 A doctor 
does not treat those who know him.’ 


Textual Comment 


The Greek and Coptic essentially agree. aun is an acceptable translation for 
dextdg (8exxóc is consistently translated by the Sahidic this way in all its NT 
occurrences). There is similarly no difficulty with tue as an equivalent of 
natpiç.? In fact, over half of the cases of matpiç in the Greek NT (5 out of 
8) are translated with -pne in the Sahidic version.3 The Greek text of 31.2 is 
introduced with 053£, but this is apparently another case—now becoming а 
regular pattern—in which Coptic prefers asyndeton. 


Interpretation 


This is the first of a series of impossibilia, or proverbial sayings which describe 
things which can or should never happen (GTh 31-35; cf. also 36.4).* Here we 


1 Bibliography for GTh 31: J.B. Bauer, ‘Das “Regelwort” Mk 6,4par und EvThom 31, BZ 41 (1997), 
95-98. 

2 Расе]. Horman, А Common Written Greek Source for Mark & Thomas (Waterloo, ON: Wilfrid 
Laurier University Press, 2011), 91; Ricchuiti, “Tracking Thomas; 218. 

з See further Bauer, 'Regelwort' 97, with a slightly different count of 6. On my count 3 out ofthe 
8 instances of патр (Mk 6.1, 4; Heb. 11.14) are, interestingly, rendered with nomc. 

4 HD. Betz, The Sermon on the Mount (Matthew 5:37:27 and Luke 6:20-49) (Hermeneia; Min- 
neapolis: Fortress, 1995), 161, 629. 
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notice the discomfort (31.1) and ineffectiveness (31.2) of the true disciple among 
his family and local acquaintances. The two halves of the section are clearly 
very closely related in sense: prophet corresponds to doctor, and homeland or 
home-town corresponds to ‘those who know him’ This saying attests simul- 
taneously to a missionary outlook, but also to a mood of extreme pessimism 
where one’s home turf is concerned; it thus prepares the disciple for rejec- 
tion. 


Notes 


311 A prophet is not acceptable in his own homeland (Co: village). There is 
no important difference between Greek and Coptic versions of Thomas here. 
Strictly speaking, natpis can refer either to a hometown (as in the Coptic) or 
to a home region more widely. Unlike in the NT parallels (the saying appears 
in all four NT Gospels: Mk 6.4; Matt. 13.57; Lk. 4.24; Jn 4.44), the reference may 
well not be to Jesus himself, especially given the negative valuation of prophets 
in СТЬ 52 and 88 (cf. that of arrexoc in СТЬ 13).* It is likely, however, that the 
reference is to disciples of the Thomas movement. The phrasing of the Greek 
probably reflects Lukan redaction.? 

31.2 Nor does a doctor provide treatments for (Co: A doctor does not 
treat) those who know him. In the second half of the saying (unfamiliar from 
the NT Gospels, though cf. the transition in Mk 6.4-5), we move from the 
discomfort to the ineffectiveness of the Thomasine disciple among his family 
and local acquaintances. 'Provide treatments for' reflects the slightly unusual, 
and perhaps ambiguous Greek phrase roiv 0cpareía eic: the reference could 
also be to the doctor's inability to heal an acquaintance. 


5 Hedrick, 78, takes the prophet to be the living Jesus, referring to GTh 28; Nordsieck, 135, 
also sees an autobiographical reference, though primarily in connection with the historical 
Jesus. 

See Plisch, 100, for parallels in the relations of the philosopher to his matplc. 

7 See Gathercole, Composition, 187-188. The saying is likely to have developed from one of 
the references to the impossibility of healing adjacent to the Synoptic parallels to 31.1: Mark 
follows the rejected prophet saying with a comment on Jesus' inability to perform miracles, 
with the exception of a few healings; Luke 4.24 is preceded by Jesus attributing to his 
neighbours ‘Physician, heal yourself’, and a request that he do miracles in his home town 
as he did in Capernaum. This Lukan parallel is again closer. 
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The aphorism is odd, because, like the next logion which says that a fortified 
city cannot fall, it is patently untrue.9 Geoffrey Lloyd has commented to me on 
this saying: ‘Very curious. No parallel for that remark about doctors not treating 
those who know them comes to mind, and plenty of texts that contradict the 
principle. Some doctors travelled extensively and when they first arrived in a 
new town they would clearly not be known to their patients. But they soon 
would be, and if the Gos. Thom. principle had been applied, they would soon 
be out of a job.? For Galen, it was necessary to have taken the pulse of a patient 
before he gets ill in order to assess it when he is 110 The idea that a doctor 
knows that it is unwise to practise medicine among relatives and friends, given 
the danger of a loss of objectivity, is perhaps a modern imposition.!! Overall, 
however, GTh 31.2 clearly amplifies the point made in зіл: the Thomasine 
disciple is doomed to be an ineffective missionary among those who think they 
know him, but do not really understand. 


8 Patients were clearly known to their household or court physicians, on which see R. Jack- 
son, Doctors and Diseases in the Roman Empire (London: British Museum Publications, 
1988), 56-57, 61, and J. Scarborough, Roman Medicine (London: Thames and Hudson, 1969). 
ш. Emperors had their own physicians such as Antonius Musa (Augustus's), Charicles 
(Tiberius's), Xenophon of Cos (Claudius's) and Galen (Marcus Aurelius's). Cicero appar- 
ently had a close friendship with his doctor (Ad Att. хулал; Ad Fam. XIII, 20); also Seneca, 
Ben. VI 15,4. 

9 Private email correspondence (28.ii.2008). 

10 Galen, On the Pulse for Beginners: see C.G. Kühn, Claudii Galeni Opera Omnia (Hildesheim: 
Olms, 1965), VIIL642—643. Again, I am grateful to Geoffrey Lloyd for this observation. 

11 Pace Bauer, ‘Das Regelwort' 98. Bauer cites a renowned modern surgeon who states that 
he would only treat a family member in an emergency. Compare the report ofthe General 
Medical Council (UK), ‘Doctors should not treat themselves or their families’ (July 1998): 
‘Itis good practice for doctors and their families to be registered with a general practitioner 
outside the family, who takes responsibility for their health care. This gives the doctor and 
family members ready access to objective advice and avoids the conflicts of interest that 
can arise when doctors treat themselves or those close to them. 

12 Valantasis, 107, contrasts ‘false knowledge based on familiarity’ with true knowledge. 


Logion 32! 


Aéyet 1: тбАмс olxodopnpevy ex’ ğxpov [6]pouc UbyAou[[c] хой £cmptryuém 
obte me[o ]eiv Sivatat ote хро[ В ]fjvat. 


Jesus says, А city built upon a high [m ]ountain, and fortified, can neither 
ЛШ! nor be hi[d]den.' 


nexe IC xe оүпомс EYKMT AHOC PIXA оүгооү eq xoce ecraxpuy HÄ GOH 
нсгє OYAE СНА)? an 


Jesus says, 'A city built upon a high mountain. fortified, cannot fall. Nor can 
it be hidden.' 


Textual Comment 


Again, the Greek's хой is not translated (see above on asyndeton in textual 
comment on GTh 6.1). The Coptic also changes the syntax slightly from obte 
X ote Y in the Greek, to X ove Y. Greek èn’ &xpov is adequately translated by 
gwxfi; the former is a very common idiom in Greek.? 


Interpretation 


Two elements are important in GTh 32 (cf. Matt. 5.14): indestructibility and 
missionary attraction, or as Grosso puts it, mission from a standpoint of solidity 
and transcendence of ordinary social relations.? Like GTh 31 (and the whole 
series in 31—35), this saying is an ‘impossibility’. The key difference from its 
Matthean counterpart lies in the shift from an eschatological community as the 
illuminated city on the hill,4 to—what? Thomas's version is more enigmatic, in 


1 Bibliography for GTh 32: There are no special studies of this logion, to my knowledge. See 
the commentaries, ad loc. 
Pace Ricchuiti, "Tracking Thomas; 219: the Greek is not an expansion. 
Grosso, 164. 

4 G.vonRad, ‘City on a Hill’, in idem, The Problem of the Hexateuch and other Essays (Edinburgh: 
Oliver and Boyd, 1966), 232-242 (242). 
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that it is not clear to what his mountain is an analogy. Valantasis sees the city as 
asymbol of the ‘community under its corporate aspect}5 but itis more probably 
the individual disciple. The point is (a) the indestructibility ofthe true disciple 
because he transcends the slings and arrows both of everyday circumstances 
and of spiritual attack and persecution, and (b) the potential of the disciple to 
be identified by outsiders as a source of revelation. 


Notes 


Acity built upon a high mountain. The mountain is not specified as 'high' in 
the Matthean parallel. The height corresponds to the impossibility of hiding 
the city at the end of the saying. 

And (om. Co) fortified. Compare the plus in GTh до (par. Matt. 15.13), 
where the vine ‘is not established’ (ecca^xpuy au). On the theme of strength 
in Thomas, see further comment on GTh 35 and 98. 

Can neither (Co: Cannot) fall. The oddity of this addition to the Matthean 
saying is that it renders it false on a literal level (cf. also the preceding GTh 31.2).° 
At the metaphorical level, however, the point is the invulnerability of the true 
disciple. Cf. the theme of ‘standing’ in Thomas (see comment on GTh 16.4). 

Nor (Со + can it) be hidden. In addition to the Matthean parallel, cf. т En. 
9.5. The point here seems to relate not so much to the hidden/ revealed motif 
in Thomas (see comment on GTh 5), but to the missionary outlook (see notes 
above on 14.4). There may be a catchword link between xpupijvat/ eœn here, and 
ua єҷгнп (the ‘hidden place’) in СТЬ 33.2. 


5 Valantasis, 107. 
6 Grant & Freedman, 150. 


Logion 33! 


33.1 Aéyet ic: (8) dxovets [e]lc тӧ £v ttov gov то[...] 
33-1 Jesus said, ‘(What) you hear [i]n your one ear [...]/ 


33-1 NEXE 1с rer KNACwWTH epoq eH MEK HA2 € PH IIKeHAA X6 TAME osiay 
AHOY г1хН neríuxenuerop 33.2 HApe AAAY UA P AEPE PHBC A KAA’ ZA HARE 
OYAE Maqkaad’ гн Ma EYPHIT 33.3 ААЛА €)&PEQKAAQ PLAN TAYXNIA X6€KAAC 
OYON NIM’ ETBHK` єроүн AY ETHNHY EBOA EYNANAY ATIEYOYOEIN 


334 Jesus said, ‘Whatever you hear in your ear, in the other ear proclaim оп 
your rooftops. 33.2 For no-one lights a lamp and places it under a bushel, nor 
does he put it in a secret place. 33.3 Rather he places it upon its lampstand 
so that everyone who enters and goes out will see its light.’ 


Textual Comment 


Editors usually supply a relative pronoun at the beginning of the Greek version 
(hence, (8) éxovetc); the Coptic's future (ner kua-) makes the phrase indefinite. 
The Coptic text is often taken to be corrupt, with ‘in the other ear’ (га nkenaa- 
xe) thought to be a near dittography.? The Greek suggests that the Coptic may 
be an accurate translation of it, however: 'in your one ear' might imply another 
ear to follow. Of the Greek text that does survive, it is roughly the same in sense 
as the Coptic. The Coptic translation results in a pun: 33.1 appears to be linked 
to 33.2 by the word uaa xe ('ear' in 33.1, and ‘bushel’ in 33.2). This might sug- 
gest that 33.2-3 had originally been placed elsewhere in the Greek or simply 
added at a Coptic stage.3 However, the Naassenes also juxtaposed the motifs of 


1 Bibliography for GTh 33: Schrage, Verháltnis, 79-85; M. Marcovich, ‘Bedeutung der Motive 
des Volksglaubens für die Interpretation, Quaderni Urbinati di Cultura Classica 8 (1969), 
22—36. 

2 Eg. Pokorný, 79; Hedrick, 74. Callahan, ‘No Rhyme or Reason’, 417, makes the intriguing 
suggestion that the text of 33.1 should be divided: re KNACWTH epoq 2A nex iaa xe рн MKEHA, 
axe. Tage oea Huo гіх uerüxeuenop; hence: "What you hear in your ear, in another place 
(ей nkeua) speak (axe). Proclaim it on your roofs.’ This might make the text slightly easier, 
but the phrase 'in another place' here would be a little odd. 

3 So SJ. Patterson, "The Gospel of Thomas and the Historical Jesus’, in A.F. Gregory & C.M. 
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proclaiming from the rooftops and not hiding a light under a bushel (they are 
not adjacent in the Synoptic parallels): this may well suggest that they knew 
such a collocation in Greek already (possibly in Thomas).* One can compare 
here Leipoldt's alleged Coptic word-play in GTh 4, but where, again, both Cop- 
tic words are natural translations of the Greek: see note above on GTh 4.1. 


Interpretation 


This saying is part of a sequence of 'impossibilities' (GTh 31-35; see comment 
on 31), with two impossibilities here in GTh 33.2. The first part of this saying (cf. 
Matt. 10.27/ Lk. 12.3) seems to give instruction to missionising, which is then 
grounded in 33.2-3 (cf. Mk 4.21; Matt. 5.15; Lk. 816; 11.33) in the luminescent 
identity of the elect disciple. There is thus a link in theme to СТЬ 32, with 
the former saying perhaps presupposing centripetal mission (or attraction), 
the present saying commanding centrifugal evangelising.? Marcovich's inter- 
pretation, that 'the disciples ofthe Gnostic Jesus are expected to hear canonical 
sayings in one ear, and their Gnostic interpretation in the other' has the advan- 
tage of not appealing (uncharacteristically!) to textual corruption.? It does not 
do justice, however, to the fact that the Coptic refers to proclaiming, rather than 
hearing, with the ear. 


Notes 


331 What (Co: Whatever) you hear in your one (om. Co) ear, in the other ear 
proclaim on your rooftops. With the exception of the reference to 'in the other 
ear, this instruction makes sense: the disciple is to pass on what he has heard. 
The 'other ear' is baffling. 


Tuckett, eds. The Oxford Handbook to the Early Christian Apocrypha (Oxford: Oxford Univer- 
sity Press, forthcoming, 2015). 

4 SeeHippolytus, Ref. 5.7.28. 

5 Grosso, 165, comments that 33.1 is an invitation to mission, which is then insisted upon in 
33.2-3. 

6 Pokorný, 79. The link with СТЬ 32 probably goes back to Matt. 5.1415, which shares a common 
order with СТЬ 32-33 (thus Grant & Freedman, 151; see further, Gathercole, Composition, 131). 

7 Marcovich, ‘Textual Criticism’, 95. Cf. M. Marcovich, ‘Bedeutung der Motive des Volksglaubens 
für die Interpretation, 22—23, where he comments on a widely held motif in folklore of two 
independent ears. 
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33.2 For no-one lights a lamp. The assumption here is that the disciple, 
having been enlightened, becomes himself a light; cf. esp. GTh 24.3: 'There is 
light within a luminous person, and he gives light to the whole world? 

33.2 And places it under a bushel. The reference here is not to a ‘bushel’ 
measurement per se (approx. 9 litres), but to a container of that volume. 

33.2 Nor does he put it in a secret place. Interestingly, although the sayings 
are secret (as in the Prologue), they are not to remain so. With ua eqeun, 
compare the reference to ‘hiding’ in GTh 32; there is thus perhaps a catchword 
connection. 

33.3 Rather he places it upon its lampstand so that everyone who enters 
and goes out will see its light. The fact of the lamp apparently illuminating 
only the vestibule (rather than the whole house) does not necessarily point 
to a Hellenistic setting.8 Schröter may be correct in seeing a reference in the 
entering and going out to the elect disciple's origin and destiny in the kingdom 


(cf. СТЬ 49).? Thomas is probably dependent on Luke here, expanding upon 
Lukan redaction.!9 


8 Rightly, Montefiore & 
, Ty а 
9 Shroter сону; СЕ Thomas and the Evangelists, 57—58. 


esu We —376 
10  Gathercole, Composition 195 it 375-376. 
7194-196. 


Logion 34' 


NEXE IC XE OYBRAE CYAN co» рит NNOYBAAE MAYLE HriecHaY, ENECHT` 
єүгієгт` 


Jesus said, "If a blind man leads a blind man, they will both fall into a 
ditch.' 


Interpretation 


This saying (cf. Matt. 15.14; Lk. 6.39) is the fourth in the series of impossibilia 
(СТЬ 31-35; see comment on 31), with Thomas's version more closely resem- 
bling Matthew's wording than Luke's.? The point of the saying is the danger 
of catastrophe if one is led astray by false teachers. The saying reinforces the 
strict boundaries envisaged elsewhere in Thomas (cf. e.g. СТЬ 3; 13; 51-53): It is 
not clear that there is a polemic against any particular blind guides: as Hedrick 
notes, the image is general enough to apply indiscriminately3 


Notes 


If a blind man leads a blind man. ‘Leads’ is correct, here; the sense is not 
‘drags.* The meaning is probably similar to that of the pagan parallels? and 
more specifically of the Matthean and Lukan parables, viz. that it is a reference 
to being led astray by false teachers. In the NT context there appears to be a 


1 Bibliography for GTh 34: Schrage, Verháltnis, 85-88; Schüngel, ‘Zur Neuübersetzung des 
Thomasevangeliums in der Alandschen Ѕупорѕе, 275-291. 

2 Thomas, like Matthew, phrases the saying as a conditional clause, rather than as two ques- 
tions; Thomas and Matthew also share the emphatic placement of ‘a blind man’ in first posi- 
tion in the sentence. Cf. also the similarity to Matthew's version in Ep. Ap. 47, and perhaps 
T. Reub. 2.9. 

3 Hedrick, 76; also Plisch, 104; Grosso, 165. Valantasis, по, sees the reference to the world, i.e. 
‘those living in the dominant culture’. 

4 Contra Schüngel, "Zur Neuübersetzung des Thomasevangeliums in der Alandschen Synopse’, 
276, who has 'zieht': the verb is not merely сок but cox gut, whose usual sense is ‘lead’ (cf. 
on GTh 3.1 above, and see Crum, 3272). 

5 Forsome examples, see Davies & Allison, Matthew, 11.533. Philo, Virt. 7 isa notable parallel. 
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concern with the Pharisees, whereas the meaning in Thomas may simply be 
general, or perhaps concerned with seduction by the teaching of the magna 
ecclesia, but one cannot be sure. 

They will both fall into a ditch. Matthean commentators such as Davies 
& Allison and Luz are right to interpret the image of falling into a ditch as 
depicting a ‘catastrophic end'* The same applies here. The saying is a severe 
warning against entanglement with those outside the Thomas movement. 


6 U.Luz, Matthew 8-20 (Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2001), 333 n. 65; cf. Davies & 
Allison, Matthew, IL533. 


Logion 35' 


35.1 NEXE IC HA OOM NTE OYA BWK` ELOYN єпнє HTX Map| AGAITY хна ec 
HHTI HQHOYP NNEYOLX 35.2 TOTE CNAMMMNE EBON Hiriequet 


35-1 Jesus said, ‘It is impossible for someone to enter the house of the strong 
man and subdue him, unless one binds his hands. 35.2 Then he will be able 
to take from his house.’ 


Interpretation 


This saying (cf. Mk 3.27; Matt. 12.29, and the rather different Lk. 11.21-22) is the 
last in the series of impossibilia in GTh 31-35 (see comment on 31). It is clearly an 
allegory. In the Synoptic tradition, the reference is to Jesus as the stronger man 
binding Satan, and plundering demonic property. In Thomas, the meaning may 
well be the same, but in the absence of context, it is unclear. The options are: (a) 
the sense of Jesus’ victory remains, reconfigured as victory over the Thomasine 
‘world’? or (b) the subject is how the true disciple can overcome that world,’ or 
bodily passions,* or, conversely, (c) the danger of a hostile power overcoming 
the true disciple.® 

The christological meaning (a) is unlikely, in the absence of a conflict be- 
tween Jesus and demonic forces, as in the context in the Synoptic parallels. 
Interpretation (c) is a theoretical possibility, but appears to be unparalleled in 
earliest Christian literature as an interpretation of the ‘strong man’ parable.® 
Option (b) is probably to be preferred because it retains the general sense of 
the Synoptic parallel, while applying it to disciples. The language of ‘binding’ 


1 Bibliography for GTh 35: Schróter, Erinnerung an Jesu Worte, 295-297. 

Thus Grant & Freedman, 151; Pokorny, 80. 

Hedrick, 77. 

DeConick, 148; Grosso, 166. 

Valantasis, ш. Plisch, 105, while remaining agnostic in the end, raises the possibility that the 


а ROO ON 


strong man is the Roman empire. 

G As Schróter, Erinnerung an Jesu Worte, 296, rightly comments, the two most likely inter- 
pretations are (i) a battle between Jesus and Satan, and (ii) that the Gnostic is the strong 
man. 
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suggests the action of disabling hostile powers.? Such a sense is also paralleled 
in Theodotus: 


This body the Saviour called an “adversary” and — Paul said—a “law war- 
ring against the law of my mind" and the Saviour advises us *to bind it" 
and to "seize its possessions as those of a strong man" who was warring 
against the heavenly soul ... . 

(Exc. Theod. 52.1) 


Jesus’ instruction here in GTh 35 is therefore probably that the disciples grasp 
the nettle ofovercoming threats, whether from external hostile powers or from 


the body. 


Notes 


354 It is impossible for someone to enter the house of the strong man and 
subdue him, unless one binds his hands. The strong man, rather than his 
house, is preferred as the object subdued here,? because (a) the immediate 
antecedent is the strong man, and (b) the parallels adduced by Crum suggest 
that a personal object is more usual for xı tixuae,!? and (c) the clause is 
succeeded by a reference to ‘his (sc. the strong man's) hands’. As Schröter notes, 
Thomas has a fondness for referring to ‘hands’ (cf. 9; 17; 21; 22; 41; 98).!! King sees 
an emphasis in this statement on preparation and knowledge of what to do. 

35.2 Then he will be able to take from his house. If this last element of 
the parable is to be pressed, the plunder is probably the disciple's own soul 
(whether understood as imprisoned by the body, or held hostage by powers). 
The re-capture of the soul from hostile forces is paralleled in a similar image 
in the Coptic Gospel of Philip: 'he came forth to take it (sc. his soul) back, since 
it had been laid down as a deposit. It had fallen into the hands of robbers and 
been stolen, but he saved it’ (Gos. Phil. 5310-13). 


7 The word can be found, for example, throughout H.-D. Betz, Greek Magical Papyri in 
Translation (Chicago/ London: University of Chicago Press, 21992), e.g. 265 (PGM 28a.1-7) 
and 307 (PGM 101.1-53). 

So DeConick, 148. 

Pace e.g. DeConick, 147. In contrast also to Mk 3.27/Matt. 12.29. 

Crum 777b (relevant here are Gen. 19.3; 33.11; Prov. 19.10; Hos. 12.7; Wis. 10.14). 

11 Schröter, Erinnerung an Jesu Worte, 296. 

12 King, ‘Kingdom, 52. 
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Logion 36' 


36.1 [... &] xà хро &[ с se рут] aq’ ёсл[ рос Ewe x]pol phre [TH трофй 
b]pov ti pa[ynte, pte] TH ex [ 0^5) 9v] ti Evdb[oy]o6e. 36.2 [70A]AS xe[s]t- 
[ccov]éc [ёттє] тоу [xpi]vwv, &v[wa o]d Ex[t]vet oddé v[yGe]t. 36.3 [...]ev 
&xovc [sc £]v8[v ] pac ti &v[...;] 36.4 xai bpeic, ths Фу лросе(=()у £xl mv eiduclav 
bpóv; сото [с |] осе úp{E}iv тё £vOupa opóv. 


1 Bibliography for СТЬ 36: T.C. Skeat, "The Lilies of the Field, ZNW 37 (1938), 211-214; P. Katz, 
Tas abE&vouctv, Matt 6 JTS 5 (1954) 207-209; T.F. Glasson, ‘Carding and Spinning: Oxy- 
rhynchus Papyrus No. 665; JTS 13 (1962), 331-2 
36 and the Historical Jesus, Forum 10 (1994). 57 


J.D. Crossan, ‘Against Anxieties: Thomas 
68; Zéckler, Jesu Lehren im Thomasevan- 
gelium, 70—75; J.M. Robinson & C. Heil, Zeugnisse eines schriftlichen, griechischen vorkanon- 
ischen Textes: Mt 6,28b х", P.Oxy. 655 Li- 17 (EvTh 36) und Q 12,27; ZNW 89 (1998), 30-44; 
JM. Robinson, ‘A Written Greek Sayings Cluster Older than Q: A Vestige, HTR 92 (1999), 
61-77; J.-M. Robinson, "The Pre-Q Text of the (Ravens and) Lilies: Q 12:22-31 and P. Oxy. 655 
(Gos. Thom. 36), in S. Maser & E. Schlarb, eds. Text und Geschichte: Facetten theologischen 
Arbeitens aus dem Freundes- und Schülerkreis. Dieter Lührmann zum 60. Geburtstag (MThSt 
50; Marburg: Elwert, 1999), 143-180; J. Schröter, "Vorsynoptische Überlieferung auf P.Oxy. 655? 
Kritische Bemerkungen zu einer erneuerten These, ZNW до (1999), 265-272; J.M. Robinson & 


C. Heil, "The Lilies of the Field: Saying 36 of the Gospel of Thomas and Secondary Accretions 
in О 12:22b-31, NTS 47 (2001), 1-25; J. Schröter, 'Rezeptionsprozesse in der Jesusüberliefer- 
ung: Überlegungen zum historischen Charakter der neutestamentlichen Wissenschaft am 
Beispiel der Sorgenspriiche’, NTS 47 (2001), 442—468; J.M. Robinson & C. Heil, ‘Noch einmal: 
Der Schreibfehler in Q 12,27; ZNW 92 (2001), 13 J. Schróter, 'Verschrieben? Klürende 
Bemerkungen zu einem vermeintlichen Schreibfehler in Q und tatsächlichen Irrtümern, 
ZNW 92 (2001), 283-289; S.E. Porter, 'P. Oxy. 655 and James Robinson's Proposal's for Q: Brief 
Points of Clarification’, JTS 52 (2001), 84-92; J.M. Robinson & C. Heil, ‘P. Oxy. 655 und Q: Zum 
Diskussionsbeitrag von Stanley E. Porter, in H.-G. Bethge, S. Emmel, K.L. King & I. Schletterer, 
eds. For the Children, Perfect Instruction: Studies in Honor of Hans-Martin Schenke (NHMS 54; 
Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2002), 411-423; Н. Hearon & A.C. Wire, '"Women's Work in the Realm 
of God" (Mt. 13.33; Lk. 13.20, 21; Gos. Thom. 96; Mt. 6.28-30; Lk. 12.27—28; Gos. Thorn. 36), in 
М.А. Beavis, ed. The Lost Coin: Parables of Women, Work and Wisdom (London: Sheffield Aca- 
demic Press, 2002), 136—157; R.H. Gundry, 'Spinning the Lilies and Unravelling the Ravens: 

An Alternative Reading of Q 12:22b—31 and P.Oxy. 655’, NTS 48 (2002), 159-180; J.M. Robin- 

son, ‘A Pre-Canonical Greek Reading in Saying 36, in idem, The Sayings Gospel Q: Collected 
Essays (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2005), 845-883; D. Jongkind, '"The Lilies of the 

Field" Reconsidered: Codex Sinaiticus and the Gospel of Thomas, NovT 48 (2006), 209—216; 

J. Frey, ‘Die Lilien und das Gewand: EvThom 36 und 37 als Paradigma für das Verháltnis des 

Thomasevangeliums zur synoptischen Überlieferung’, in J. Frey, J. Schröter & E.E. Popkes, 

eds. Das Thomasevangelium: Entstehung—Rezeption—Theologie (BZNW 157; Berlin: Walter 

de Gruyter, 2008), 122—180; Eisele, Welcher Thomas, 171-234. 
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36.1 ‘[... fr]om morning t[ill evening o]r from eve[ning till mo]rning, either 
[about the food] you will ea[t or] about the clo[thes] you [will] wear. 36.2 
[You are mu]ch grea|[ter than] the [lillies, whi[ ch nei]ther ca[r]d nor s[pi]n. 
36.3 [...] kave [...] [g]ar[me]nt what [...]? 36.4 [As f]or you, who could add 
to your time? He himself will [give you your garments.’ 


36.1 nexe ic мНч1 рооүа) хл(н) eTOOYE aja POYZE AY XIN фїроүрє Ga eTOOYE 
XE оү Te(T)eTHATAAY гишт" THYTH 


36a Jesus said, ‘Do not worry from morning to evening and from evening to 
morning about what you will wear.' 


Textual Comment 


This saying has attracted an extraordinary amount of discussion, as is reflected 
in the bibliography. Most of this has concerned the antiquity of the reading 
*which neither card nor spin' in 36.2 (see Appended Note below following the 
discussion of this saying). Our concern here in this comment is with what the 
Greek text is, and how that compares with the Coptic. On the former, there are 
two difficulties. 

In the first case, the debate concerns whether to read [o]? Eo[(]|vet oùðè 
v[9e]t (the lilies ‘do not card or spin’) or [a]9E&|vet 0988 у[ў0=] (the lilies ‘grow 
but do not spin’). Grenfell and Hunt read the latter, but there is general agree- 
ment now that the oùôé probably requires another, prior negative verb and 
so ‘neither card nor spin’ ({o]¥ Ea[{]vet ооё v[*j9c]t) is more likely? Skeat and 
Glasson argued that the text must read ob + ķatvet since the following о08& 
demands a preceding où (or something like it, e.g. another o08£): it cannot sim- 
ply be preceded by a positive statement, which would be, as Glasson remarked, 
‘intolerable Greek’3 Eisele has noted a large number of counterexamples, but 
they should probably be regarded as exceptions rather than the norm.? Eisele's 
instances, however, should make it clear that the confidence of some in the 
reference to ‘carding’ should not necessarily be so strong: the Greek is not ‘intol- 
erable’. 


The ‘does not card’ view is encouraged by the original hand of Sinaiticus at Matt. 6.28. 

3 Glasson, ‘Carding and Spinning’, 331—332. 

4 Eisele, Welcher Thomas, 173—178; see also Porter, ‘P. Oxy. 655 and James Robinson's Proposal's 
for Q’, 92. 
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The second case, that of the Greek of 36.3, is even more difficult, and 
any reconstruction must be admitted to be speculation. Possibilities include 
[рид] гу ёуоут[єс 2]уд[о Јри, ct év[ Svec8e;] (‘having no garment, what do/ will you 
wear?’); or [xoi] £v ёуоут[єс E]vd[vu]pa, ti év[8eixe;] ('and, having one garment, 
what do you lack?’);5 alternatively, the subject could be the lilies, with some- 
thing like [руд ]гу ёхоут[о &]v83[v] poc, ct &v[...;] (‘they have no garment, but what 
do they ...?’).6 There are difficulties with most views. (1) It is likely that [xoi] 
ê is correct, since a scribe writing рудёу (or [160]ev?) would divide the words 
(which span two lines) џу|дёу and xó|0&v rather than before the -ev, and the 
line begins with єу.8 If a negative is required, perhaps [pno] £v might fit. (2) 
Reconstructions including e.g. ti ёу8єїтє; or tl év8stcOs; (‘what do you lack?’) are 
problematic because ёудёо takes a genitive.? A reference to ёуддо is more likely. 


We must, however reluctantly, concede that we simply do not know what the 
text was. 


When it comes to comparison with the Coptic, these controversial elements 
are not really relevant, because the much shorter Coptic only parallels 36.1. The 
question then arises as to whether there is a theological reason for this. Grant 
& Freedman saw an editor wanting to remove traces of the use of sources. 
DeConick sees the omission of 36.2—4 as a result of the tension between the 
reference to God providing a garment (36.4) and the following reference to 
undressing (37.2)." Others consider the possibility of scribal error.? There 
is no obvious reason for parablepsis (and it would mean the scribe moving 
some distance down the page from which he was copying) and so one should 
reckon with the possibility of deliberate abbreviation. DeConick's explanation 
is a possibility, because there would be something of an anomaly between 
God giving clothes in 36.4 and the disciple being told to take clothes off in 


5 A possibility raised in Robinson & Heil, ‘Lilies of the Field’, 5-6. 

6 Schróter has suggested the lilies as the subject of the participle, though not of the main 
verb (‘Verschrieben’, 288); but this reconstruction is subject to the criticisms made by 
Gundry (‘Spinning the Lilies’) and Robinson (‘The Pre-Q Text’ 161 n. з). 

7 Suggested by Schröter, ‘Verschrieben?’, 288. 

8 Skeat, cited in Robinson & Heil, ‘Lilies of the Field’, 5. 

9 Robinson & Heil, ‘Lilies of the Field’, 7 n. 27 (citing an observation by Skeat). 

10 Grant & Freedman, 152. 

11  DeConick, 150. Similarly, Marcovich, “Textual Criticism, 70, and Ricchuiti, ‘Tracking 
Thomas’, 223. 

12 Nordsieck, 150, leaves open the possibility that it is either accidental or deliberate; also 
Plisch, 106. 
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GTh 37 immediately following. Alternatively, an excision may arise from a 
problem with talking of divine action (‘He will give ...’) in the milieu of the 
Coptic, though it depends upon who the subject is here (see discussion below). 
A difficulty with both of these proposed solutions is that they account for the 
excision of 36.4, but not for the removal of 36.2-3 as well. The theme of the 
superiority of the disciples to lilies in 36.2 in fact fits quite well with Thomas's 
theme of the superiority of the elect over the material cosmos (see discussion 
of GTh 2 above). A motivation therefore remains obscure, but an abbreviation 
in the Coptic probably remains more likely than an 'orthodox corruption' of a 
shorter text to produce the text of P. Oxy. IV 655. 


Interpretation 


The basic sense is clear: this saying like its Synoptic parallels (Matt. 6.25-34; 
Lk. 12.22-32; cf. Justin, 1 Apol. 15) is ‘against anxiety’, especially in this case 
about clothing. (There is probably no need to appeal to any metaphorical 
sense of clothing, at least in 36.1-2.) As noted, the saying is unusual in that it 
is much longer in the Greek than in the Coptic. The two texts at least overlap 
considerably in meaning. The Coptic's concentration on clothes is, after all, the 
main point in the Greek as well. The latter mentions food and eating, but only 
in passing: after the initial command in the Greek not to worry about clothing 
or food, food is not mentioned again, while there is abundant reference to 
clothes.'^ 

The Greek, however, grounds the exhortation against anxiety in divine pro- 
vision, rather than leaving the reason implicit. The Coptic perhaps assumes a fit 
with those sayings in Thomas which accentuate indifference to external, bodily 
matters such as diet (СТЬ 14), money (GTh 95; 100), and family ties (55; 99).15 
The Greek ends with a reference to the divine bestowal of a metaphorical gar- 
ment upon the elect disciple (see note on 36.4 below). As noted in the textual 
comment, there are thematic and verbal connections with GTh 37. 


13 Robinson, 'Pre-Canonical Saying Source’, 855: ‘Saying 36 of the Gospel of Thomas presents 
the same appeal as does its parallel in О 12:27, to trust in God for the basic necesssities of 
bodily existence’ 

14 Plisch, 106, sees the possibility of this being not just a requirement, but also a necessity in 
the context of itinerant mission. 

xs Valantasis, 112; Pokorny, 81; Hedrick, 79. 
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Notes 


363 Do not worry from morning till evening or (Co: and) from evening till 
morning. The idiomatic merismus here is not exclusively a Semitism, but is 
picked up in early Christian literature, as well as being roughly paralleled in 
classical Greek.!6 

36.1 Either about the food you will eat or about the clothes you will wear 


(Co: about what you will wear). The Greek includes food in passing, but this 
will not be mentioned again. 
are in view is actually uncertain.” 

36.2 Which neither card nor spin (om. Co). 'Carding is a stage in preparing 
wool for spinning, in which the fleece is combed out into a mass of fibre.!* 
After carding, the wool can be spun into yarn. The work in Matthew and Luke 
is divided between men (toiling) and women (spinning); here, both elements 
are the woman's work. On the pairing, cf. Plato, Polit. 289C. 

36.3 ... have ... garment, what ... (om. Co)? The meaning of 36.3 is irrecov- 
erable. If human beings are the subject, then the participial clause is almost 
certainly negative, since the rest of the saying presupposes that God will pro- 
vide a garment. The lilies could also be the subject (xoi оре then introducing 
a change of subject). 

36.4 As for you, who could add to your time (om. Co)? This provides a link 
with the previous sayings 31-35 which are all impossibilia (see on 31 above). 

36.4 He will give you your garments (om. Co). What is lacking will be pro- 
vided by perhaps the Father (as in the Matthean/ Lukan parallels), or perhaps 
Jesus. Jesus is the usual agent in Thomas, but a reference to Jesus in the third 
person would be strange. The garments may simply be meant literally, though 
there are two reasons why a metaphorical sense is more likely here. (1) The 
Greek is quite definite: td ëvðupa бифу, rather than ‘a garment’ or ‘garments 


(whenever you may need them)’ (2) The question and answer suggest a corre- 
lation of God's gift of a garment with an addition of time, suggesting a reference 
to the gift of new (and indestructible) life. 


16 Gathercole, Composition, 69. 

17 See Davies & Allison, Matthew, L654. They suspect a general reference to flowers in the 
original saying. 

18 Hearon & Wire, "Women's Work, 144. 
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Appended Note: A Scribal Error in Q?!? 


Robinson and Heil in a number of publications have claimed, on the basis of 
this saying: “А scribal error has turned up іп Q}? The reading ‘carding and spin- 
ning' in P. Oxy. IV 655, which also survives in Matthew 6.28 &*, suggests—they 
contend—an ancient reading which was later mistaken as ‘growing and spin- 
ning’: a tiny change from où kalver o98& výs (the lilies ‘do not card or spin’) to 
abE&vet obdé уў: (the lilies ‘grow but do not spin’). The sequence follows: od 
Бойу! in pre-Q/Thomas > av&dver in Q > ао бує in Matthew and Luke. 

The most forceful objections to the Robinson-Heil hypothesis have come 
from Schróter. He notes that (a) the Robinson-Heil position assumes a written 
source in Greek behind Q;? (b) the erased reading in Sinaiticus is, despite 
the frequent discussion of it by Robinson, irrelevant to the case; (c) Robinson 
treats the phrase in isolation from its surroundings.?? On this last point, Gundry 
comments that ‘unless the earlier text [i.e. Q's Vorlage] said to consider how 
the lilies do not card ..., the hypothesis has it that a scribe's honestly mistaking 
od Eatvet for avEdvet led him to back up, eliminate &twa, substitute mc, and 
then—following лёс «0 бує —іпѕегі où xoni in order that ovdé we might 
have a negative preceding 1.23 

Robinson's view relies to a considerable extent on a reference to growing 
being out of place in the Q version.?^ This, however, is contradicted by refer- 
ences to growing in similar statements both in the Gospel tradition and outside: 
the presence of a reference to growing is entirely natural here.?5 Just as lilies 
appear from the ground purely by divine providence (without effort on their 
part), so disciples will be provided for by God. To take a parallel from Epicte- 
tus: ‘For how else does it come about that, with such regularity, as if by God's 
command, when he commands the plants to flower, they flower, and to shoot, 


19 See bibliography to GTh 36 above. The complicated series of exchanges is as follows: (a) 
Robinson's (and Heil's) initial sallies (1998, HTR 1999, in Maser & Schlarb 1999), then (b) 
Schróter's response (1999) to Robinson-Heil; (c) the Robinson-Heil rejoinders: NTS 2001 
and ZNW 2001 (d) Schróter's surrejoinders in NTS 2001 and ZNW 2001; (e) Porter's response 
(2001) to Robinson; Robinson/Heil rejoinder to Porter (2002). (f) A last (to date) statement 
by Robinson (2005), with further responses to Schróter and Gundry. 

20 Robinson, А Written Greek Sayings Cluster’, 61. 

21 Schröter, ‘Vorsynoptische Überlieferung auf P.Oxy. 655; 266. 

22 Schröter, 'Verschrieben"?' 287. 

23 Gundry, ‘Spinning the Lilies’, 173. 

24 Robinson & Heil, ‘Lilies of the Field’, 15, 16; Robinson, 'Pre-Canonical Greek Reading, 875. 

25 Schröter, ‘Rezeptionsprozesse’, 455 also takes it to be ‘völlig unproblematisch’. 
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they shoot, and to bear fruit, they bear fruit, and to ripen, they ripen' (Diss. 
1.14.3).26 Closer to home, the idea is also paralleled elsewhere in the Jesus tradi- 
tion: just as lilies do not need to work in order to grow, so similarly ‘the ground 
bears fruit by itself, first a blade, then an ear, then the full grain in the ear' 
(Mk 4.28).?? As such it is a gross exaggeration that the reference to growing is 
‘confusing’ and 'unsuitable;?* even if other scholars do consider it secondary: 
arguments by scholars for the lateness of this or that phrase in the transmis- 
sion of Q can hardly be regarded as ‘objective’ support for Robinson's theory.?? 
Again, the problem is that Matthew and Luke do not draw attention to the fact 
of growing as carrying the argument, but the manner of the growing (zàc «©Ё&- 
vet): they appear out the ground and flourish without having to work. It is also, 
in any case, a difficulty in Robinson's approach that he assumes that 'tensions, 
irregularities, or inconsistencies' in texts suggest they are secondary, and that 
the more original, the smoother a text will be.3° 

Finally, the problem raised by Skeat, that it is unlikely that P. Oxy. IV 655 and 
Matthew 6.28 &* would independently make the same change from ‘grow’ to 
‘do not card’, is answered by Jongkind, who shows that &* (Scribe A) exhibits 
a number of peculiar tendencies, including knowledge of extra-canonical tra- 
ditions: Sinaiticus's uncorrected text at Matthew 6.28 can be explained as a 
further example of this.3! 

In the end, it is difficult to be as confident as Robinson is in his conjectural 
emendation to the unknown text in a Vorlage of a hypothetical document.32 


26 Tr. R.F. Dobbin, Epictetus: Discourses Book I (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), 30. 

27 Robinson persists in this misapprehension in ‘Pre-Canonical Greek Reading, 848 n. 9: 
‘growing fails completely to illustrate freedom from anxiety due to trust in God by abstain- 
ing from self-preserving activity. 

28 Robinson and Heil, ‘Lilies of the Field; 15, 16; Robinson, ‘Pre-Canonical Greek Reading, 
875. 

29 Robinson, ‘Pre-Canonical Greek Reading’, 875. 

30 Robinson, ‘Pre-Canonical Greek Reading’, 848, 876. Gundry’s sense is that the consensus 
view is of the opposite (‘the usual preferring of a rough reading to a smooth one; 173). In 
fact, one cannot really assume either (see Gathercole, Composition, 132—133). 

31 Jongkind, ‘“The Lilies of the Field” Reconsidered, 215. 

32 Robinson might contest the fact that Q is only a hypothetical document, but he is open 
about the fact that his is a conjectural emendation (‘Pre-Canonical Greek Reading’, 854). 


Logion 37' 


374 Aéyovaw adt@ ol pabytal ойтой" поте Hufefiv ёрфоуїўс ёсе, xal note сє 
ӧрбреба; 37.2 Adyer Stav Exdvayabe xai py сісҳоубӯте [...]6[...] 


37.1 His disciples said to him, ‘When will you be manifest to us, and when will 
we see you?’ 37.2 He said, ‘When you undress and are not ashamed [...].’ 


37.1 пєхє NEGUAOHTHC XE AG) пгооү EKNAOYMUE EBO NAN хү AW R?00Y E- 
Nanay €poK 37.2 TIEXE IC XE LOTAN ETETNGAKEK THYTH eeu ANETÄQME 
ayo irrerüqi йнєтйаутни HRTeTHKAAY ea NECHT иєтНоүєрнтє Roe ANI- 
Kovei fupe MUNN’ Rreriüxonxit Huooy 37.3 тот[є reruau]ay enaupe 
апєтон?г ^үо TETNAP LOTE мн 


374 His disciples said, ‘When will you be revealed to us, and when will we 
see you?’ 37.2 Jesus said to them, ‘When you undress and are not ashamed, 
and take your clothes and leave them under your feet like little children and 
tread upon them, 37.3 then [you will s]ee the Son ofthe living one and you 
will not be afraid." 


Textual Comment 


Here what survives of the Greek text into 37.2 is identical in meaning to the 
Coptic. gugavys ёсе: is quite understandably rendered exnaoya@ue євох in 


1 Bibliography for GTh 37: Kee, ‘“Becoming a Child" in the Gospel of Thomas, 307-314; Smith, 
"The Garments of Shame; 217-238; Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 83—86; Р.А. Mirecki, "Coptic 
Manichaean Psalm 278 and Gospel of Thomas 37, in A. van Tongerloo & S. Giversen, eds. 
Manichaica Selecta: Studies Presented to Professor Julien Ries on the Occasion of his Seventieth 
Birthday (Manichaean Studies, 1; Leuven: International Association of Manichaean Studies 
and the Centre of the History of Religions, 1991), 243-262; A.D. DeConick & J. Fossum, 
‘Stripped before God: A New Interpretation of Logion 37 in the Gospel of Thomas’, VC 45 (1991), 
123-150; DeConick, ‘Fasting from the World’, 425—428; GJ. Riley, ‘A Note on the Text of Gospel 
of Thomas 37, HTR 88 (1995), 179-181; DeConick, Seek to See Him, 143-147; M.W. Meyer, ‘Seeing 
or Coming to the Child ofthe Living One? More on Gospel of Thomas Saying 37, HTR 91 (1998), 
413—416; DeConick, Voices of the Mystics, 101—104; Uro, Thomas, 70—74; Frey, ‘Die Lilien und das 
Gewand’, 122-180; Eisele, Welcher Thomas, 171—234. 
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3742 The Greek has х0тф in the opening phrase which is not translated in the 
Coptic, and at the beginning of 37.2, the Coptic has the stereotypical nexe ic 
where the Greek just has Аёүкв. These differences are trivial, however, and do 
not affect the sense. 

In 37.3, which survives in Coptic, most editors read тот[є reruau]av, with 
varying degrees of confidence.? Riley proposed instead тот[є rev]u[u]uv on 
the grounds that there was not enough room for the original reading, and that 
the traces of ink made the reading -ny ‘beyond question'? Meyer produced a 
rebuttal on the basis that the ink which led Riley to propose an eta was sim- 
ply not there, commenting that what Riley thought was the horizontal stroke 
across the н may merely have been the black background originally placed 
behind the page when it was photographed.5 DeConick agreed that the ink was 
not there, but concluded that what Riley saw was actually a shadow which dis- 
appears when the manuscript is photographed upside down.5 Riley, however, 
only consulted a photograph and microfilm. Certainly the Facsimile edition 
does contain a striking horizontal stroke; the new photograph published by 
DeConick, however, makes it clear there is no such thing. As such, -ay is prob- 
able; it is not clear that any other letters can be read with confidence. 


Interpretation 


This saying has a clear link to the preceding, which both advocates indifference 
to material clothing and promises the new clothing of divine life. The main 
debate over СТЬ 37 (cf. Gospel of the Egyptians in Clement, Strom. 3.13-92-2) has 
concerned whether the garments are literal clothes, with the consequent impli- 
cation of baptism (J.Z. Smith),’? or metaphorical, i.e. referring to the garment of 


Cf. e.g. Rom. 10.20, where éupavi éyevóuv becomes in Sahidic aroywng 6BOA. 

Eg. Guillaumont, et al., Gospel according to Thomas, 22; Layton & Lambdin, "The Gospel 

according to Thomas, Nag Hammadi Codex II,2-7: Volume One, 68. 

Riley, ‘A Note on the Text of Gospel of Thomas 37’, 180. 

Meyer, ‘Seeing or Coming, 56, 57. 

6 A.D. DeConick, ‘Corrections to the Critical Reading of the Gospel of Thomas, VC 60 (2006), 
201-208 (207, 208). 


an 


т Smith is followed by Davies, Gospel of Thomas and Christian Wisdom, 19-121, and King, ‘King- 
dom; 67, for whom Smith's ‘brilliant article ... has conclusively demonstrated the presence 
of baptismal references’. Hedrick, 81, sits on the fence between the baptismal view and the 
removal of the fleshly body. 
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the physical body.® Valantasis's view focuses not on the body as the material 
self but as social identity.’ 

In his remarkably learned article, Smith argues that all four elements in 
Jesus’ statement, (1) undressing; (2) being naked without shame; (3) treading 
on the garments; (4) being like children, can be paralleled in early Christian 
baptismal discourse. Baptismal nudity can be associated with new life, and the 
lack of shame associated with nudity from Gen. 2.25 is also used sometimes 
in baptismal contexts. Treading on the garments is thought by Smith to relate 
especially to standing on the cilicium at baptism, and the connection with 
children again evokes new life and reconstituted social relations. 

On the other hand, such motifs can also be used outside the baptismal 
context.!° Some have criticised Smith's use of fourth- and fifth-century paral- 
lels (where most of the comparative baptismal material comes) to illuminate 
Thomas.!! Baptismal language can also often be used in a metaphorical context. 
Some ofthe elements simply come from Genesis, such as being naked without 
shame (2.25); cf. 3.10, where Adam and Eve are afraid because they are naked.” 
In the absence of other clear ritual elements in Thomas, one should be cautious 
of seeing indications of baptism where the language is quite unspecific.!? 

DeConick emphasises that the etiquette of mystical vision is in view here: 
it is not so much about baptism but about encratism and vision mysticism: 
‘the removal of the garment describes the removal of the material body during 
ascension to a heavenly realm'!4 The saying is therefore a soteriological one, 
which leads to a new paradisal state.!5 DeConick's view has much to commend 
it, and a metaphorical reference to undressing is probable here. Beyond that, 
however, it is unclear whether the reference is to ‘stripping off’ worldly encum- 
brances (as in e.g. Teach. Silv. 105,13—17), or the material body (cf. e.g. Gos. Phil. 
66,1620; Paraph. Shem 42,28—43,; 43,20—277?). Similarly ambiguous is whether 
the vision in 37.3 is a special event or a whole life of vision. The similarly struc- 
tured conditions in GTh 27, with its requirements not only for seeing the Father 


8 Pokorny, 83. 

9 Valantasis, 114. 

10  Thereis no indication of a baptismal context in the quotation in Strom. 3.13.92.2, although 
it is not definite that it was not present in the original Gospel of the Egyptians. 

11 Patterson, Gospel of Thomas and Jesus, 127. 

12 Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 84, and Nordsieck, 155-156 stress the Adamic Genesis background 
without recourse to ritual. 

13 Rightly, Uro, Thomas, 72. 

14  DeConick, ‘Stripped before God’, 131. 

15 DeConick, ‘Stripped before God’, 124, 139—140. 
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but also finding the kingdom suggest a continual existence in a renunciatory 
mode (also in GTh 37) as a necessity for continual vision of the divine, which 
is identified with salvation. What can be said is that GTh 37 refers to the soul's 
renunciation of the body or the world, and rising above it with the same indif- 
ference as children have when they take off clothes. This leads to the salvation 
of communion with Jesus. 


Notes 


373 His disciples said to him (om. Co), "When will you be manifest (Co: 
revealed) to us, and when will we see you?’ Cf. Gos. Sav. 107,4-9: ‘О Lord, 
in what form will you reveal yourself to us, or in what kind of body will you 
come?’ The disciples’ questions seem odd addressed to Jesus in person. They 
seem to imply that the disciples know they do not see Jesus as he really is. The 
focus here is therefore on mystical experience in the present without excluding 
postmortem salvation. If there is any ritual practice necessary to prepare for 
this visionary experience, it is very obscure. 

37.2 When you undress and are not ashamed. Or: ‘when you divest yourself 
of your shame’. Smith rightly notes, however, that the Greek (xoi p) оїсҳоуӨўте) 
supports understanding їпєтнаупє as a verb.!6 The circumstantial conversion 
of the negative can be written as (in this case) Anerñanne for ємпєтнаупє.!7 

37.2 And take your clothes. The ‘take’ (теті) here might be redundant (cf. 
GTh 109.2), or it might refer to the taking off of the clothes (though an unusual 
way to express the point). 

37.2 And leave them under your feet like little children and tread upon 
them. The imagery is by no means strange, but evokes precisely what children 
do when they kick off clothes, presumably then as now! Trampling here is 
clearly a metaphor evoking strong renunciation.!9 This part of Jesus’ reply 
is closest to that of the Gospel of Egyptians cited by Clement (in turn citing 
Cassianus): ‘When you trample on the garment of shame and when the two 
become one and the male and the female are neither male nor female’ (cf. also 
GTh 22).20 


16 Smith, ‘Garments of Shame’, 218 n. 4. Contra Hedrick, 8o, who insists upon а difference 
between the Greek and Coptic here. 

17 Layton, Coptic Grammar, 260 (S 334). 

18 Plisch’s surprise is unusual in this respect (Plisch, 108). 

19 Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 85; DeConick, 'Stripped before God; 133; Pokorny, 83. 

20 Clement, Strom. 3.13.92.2 for the text; in 3.13.93, the Gospel of the Egyptians is named. 
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37.3 Then you will see the Son of the living one and you will not be afraid. 
The reference here could be to seeing Jesus,?! or one's true self.?? СТЬ з refers 
to disciples as sons of the living one, but Jesus also refers to himself as the 
Son of the Father (e.g. GTh 99). The latter is probably more likely, in view of 
the disciples' questions in 37.1. If the reference is christological, this saying is 


noteworthy as containing a title for Jesus. 


21 E.g. Pokorny, 83. 
22 Davies, The Gospel of Thomas: Annotated and Explained, 48; cf. Valantasis, 114. 
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38a A€[yet ...Jo[...] e[ -.. v. ect... ]v[...]38.2? хә... nel. Jog 
38.1 [Jesus] sa[id ...] an[d ...] 38.2? An[d ...] da[ys?] ... 


38.1 NEXE 1С XE 2a? Aco xrerüpernievuet єсотӣ ANECIYAXE Nael epxa» 
HMOOY NATH AYD HATUT кєсүгд єсөтмоүйтоотё 38.2 OYA ?RgooY NA@@NE 
NTEeTHGINE сазе! TETUAE An’ epoer 


38.1 Jesus said, ‘Many times you have desired to hear these words which I 
speak to you, and you have no other one from whom to hear them. 38.2 Days 
are coming when you will seek after me but will not find me.’ 


Textual Comment 


The Greek text here is too fragmentary to play a material role in the interpreta- 
tion. There may have been a xa at the beginning of the Greek of 38.2, but which 
the Coptic has not translated (see e.g. textual comment on GTh 6.1 above on 
Coptic’s preference for asyndeton). 


Interpretation 


It is possible, though unlikely, that there is a link with the preceding saying; 
more likely (though still uncertain) is a connection with GTh 39. The present 
saying on its own could presuppose the audience's desire to hear the truth from 
those prior to Jesus (‘Many times in the past, from others, you have desired to 
hear...’), which might facilitate a clearer link with СТЬ 39. However, the parallel 
in GTh 92 makes this unlikely: 


1 Bibliography for GTh 38: H.W. Attridge, “Seeking” and "Asking" in Q, Thomas, and John’, 
in J.Ma. Asgeirsson, K. De Troyer & M.W. Meyer, eds. From Quest to Q: Festschrift James 
M. Robinson (Leuven: Peeters/ Leuven University Press, 2000), 295-302; Goodacre, Thomas 
and the Gospels, 107—108. 
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Jesus said, 'Seek and you shall find. But the things about which you asked 
me when I did not then tell you, I now desire to say. But you do not seek 
them: 


Hence the point in 38.1, as in GTh 92, is that Jesus concealed true knowledge in 
the past. There is a clear bounding of the revelation of Jesus both over against 
this past (38.1) but also over against the future: this latter comes to the fore in 
38.2, where possibly the death of Jesus is envisaged, as in GTh 12. Just as the 
hearer/ reader has not heard the wonders of knowledge from Jesus in the past, 
so also the present opportunity for accepting the truth must not be missed, 
for such an opportunity might not arise again (cf. GTh 59, where the lifetime 
of the hearer is the opportunity). There is an implied christology here as well, 
with Jesus' uniqueness being emphasised in 38.2. The uniqueness also belongs 
to ‘these words’, which implies a high degree of authority invested in this book, 
the Gospel of Thomas. The saying functions principally as a warning to accept 
the revelation contained in the work as a whole. 


Notes 


381 Many times you have desired to hear these words which I speak to 
you, and you have no other one from whom to hear them. There are some 
distant canonical parallels to 38.1.? Irenaeus, however, has read in the works 
of the Marcosians the saying (AH 1.20.2): 'Often have I desired to hear one of 
those words, but I have had no-one who might say it to me' (saepius concupivi 
audire unum ex sermonibus istis, et non habui qui diceret mihi)? Irenaeus writes 
disapprovingly of their interpretation of the 'one' as the one true and unknown 
God, but takes the saying as authentic (Sed et in eo quod dixit ...). It is odd, 
however, for this to have been thought a word of Jesus, unless it were a response 


2 E.g. Matt. 13.17; Lk. 10.24. 

з Cf. Epiphanius, Pan. 34.18.13: dd xal èv tH Elpynxévar oJ docto ёледорусо cocoa Eva cv үшу 
тобтоу, xal оох Écyxov tov ёробута. Ac. John 98 has a slightly more distant parallel: John, one 
person must hear these things from me, for I need one who is to hear’ (Лобуу, ëva Sei nag’ 
ёроб тобта dxoücat- ёудс yàp xpýčw тоб pEMovtos dxovelv). Similar to the version in the Acts of 
John is Manichaean Psalm-Book, 187, ll. 29-30: ‘(Jesus said,) I have something to say, but Ihave 
no-one to whom to say it’ (оүйтиї nedua xood, матнї netnaxooy apay). On this Manichaean 
parallel, see P. Nagel, ‘Apokryphe Jesusworte in der koptischen Überlieferung, in J. Frey & 
J. Schröter, eds. Jesus in apokryphen Evangelienüberlieferungen (WUNT 254; Tübingen: Mohr, 
2010), 495-526 (518—519). A study of all the parallel passages together is a desideratum. 
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to an expression of faith (cf. Matt. 8.10: map’ obSevl тосабтуу mlotw £v TH ТорођА 
edpov). GTh 38.1 makes more immediate sense than do the parallels in Irenaeus 
and the Acts of John. 

38.2 Days are coming when you will seek after me but will not find me. 
For ‘days are coming’, cf. also GTh 79.3.* This statement has a parallel among 
the canonical Gospels in Lk. 17.22 (‘Days are coming when you will ... but will 
not ...’). It is possible that Thomas or a previous tradition has here replaced 
Luke's repetitious verbs of seeing (... iSetv ... Spec) with the seeking/ finding 
language. This divergence from Luke is paralleled in John 7.34: бүсүтєтё pe xot 
odx є0рўсєтё [pus], which corresponds very closely to the second half of GTh 
38.2 (cf. also Prov. 1.28).5 Interestingly, however, there is a patristic parallel to 
this half of GTh 38 as well. Three manuscripts of Cyprian's Testimonia have a 
parallel attributed to Baruch or Barac/r? ‘For the time will come when both 
you and those who will have come after you seek me, in order to hear a word of 
wisdom and intelligence, but you will not find it/ me." It is unlikely that СТЬ 
38.2 is a response to the failure of the parousia to arrive; the sense is rather one 
of warning. 


4 See discussion of Thomas's usage of the 'days are coming' phrase in Goodacre, Thomas and 
the Gospels, 107—108. 

5 SeeL.Zelyck, The Reception of the Fourth Gospel in the Extra- Canonical Gospels (PhD Disser- 
tation, University of Cambridge, 2012), 86-87 on the relationship to John. 

6 L.H. Brockington, ‘The Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch, AOT 835-895 (835). 
Testim. 3.29: veniet enim tempus, et quaeretis me et vos et qui post vos venerint, audire verbum 
sapientiae et intellectus, et non invenietis. 

8 Thus DeConick, 155; eadem, Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas, 172. 


Logion 39! 


39.1 £A [aov тас хАє180с] тйс [Гүушетешс. aùvtoi ё ]xpui [ev adtac. обтє] elofj- 
[8ov, 39.2 ote тоос] elesp[xopévouc apy | хоу [siceX8ctv. 39.3 bets] 88 y(e)t- 
[veo®e qpóvi]got e [c дфес̧ xal x]xépot[ot cog nepiote]eg[i.] (Restoration 
exempli gratia.) 


394 <.. have t[aken the keys] of [knowledge and have] hid[den them. 39.2 
They have neither] ente[red, nor alljowed [those who] ente[r to do so.] 39.3 
But [you,] b[e clev]er a[s serpents, and in]nocen[t as dov]e[s].' 


39.1 riexe IC xe Heapicaioc ufi ArpPAMMATEYC AY XI ңаухаут” ÅTTNACIC aY20- 
NOY 39.2 оүтє ппоүвок` єгоүн Aya NETOYMA) EBWK` EZOYN ANOYKAAY 39.3 
AT@TA Ae Mare Apponmoc hee ueoq ayw Hakepaioc hee Aiicpow’ne 


39.1 Jesus said, ‘The Pharisees and the Scribes have taken the keys of knowl- 
edge and have hidden them. 39.2 They have not entered, and have not 


allowed those who want to enter to do so. 39.3 But you, be clever as serpents, 
and innocent as doves.’ 


Textual Comment 


The extremely fragmentary Greek text largely agrees with the Coptic. In 39.2 
the Coptic expands an element: what is probably merely ‘those entering’ in 
the Greek corresponds to ‘those wishing to enter’ (NeToya@a) egox' egoyn), for 
which there is not room in P. Оху. IV 655.2 As Baarda has noted, however, this 
does not necessarily exemplify a free stance of the Coptic version to its Greek 


1 Bibliography for GTh 39: Schrage, Verhältnis, 91—95; A. Hultgren, ‘Jesus and Gnosis: The Say- 


ing on Hindering Others in Luke 11:52 and Its Parallels, Forum 7 (1991), 165-182 (esp. 170-176); 
T. Baarda, "The Reading “Who Wished to Enter" in Coptic Tradition: Matt 23.23, Luke 11.52, 
and Thomas 39, NTS 52 (2006), 583-591; Н. Löhr, ‘Jesus und die Tora als ethische Norm nach 
dem Thomas-Evangelium’, in J. Frey, J. Schréter & E.E. Popkes, eds. Das Thomasevangelium: 
(жшк ia ae а (BZNW 157: Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008), 363-379 
369-370). 


2 So, rightly, Baarda, ‘The Reading “Who Wished to Enter”’, 591. 
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Vorlage, or that it had a different Vorlage; Baarda notes several parallels to 
the introduction of оү) in Coptic versions of Matthew and Luke, which he 
explains on grounds of translation technique? On the other hand, it is striking 
that the three loanwords in Coptic GTh 39.3 (лє, pponwoc, Akepaioc) are almost 
certainly represented in what survives of the Greek. 


Interpretation 


GTh 394—2 is one of a doublet, and is paralleled in GTh 102 (cf. also Matt. 
23.13; Lk. 11.52): ‘Jesus said, “Woe to those Pharisees, for they resemble a dog 
sleeping in the manger of some cattle, for it neither eats nor [allows] the cattle 
to feed.”’ While the sense is similar, however, it is clear that there is very little 
overlap in the detail. The Pharisees and the Scribes are probably not singled 
out by Thomas as specifically responsible (they are found in the Matthean 
version of the saying). They are probably here a periphrasis for 'the Jews' of 
GTh 43.3 (and probably, more immediately, GTh 40), although there is not 
necessarily reflected here a contemporaneous conflict with Jews. The aim 
of the saying is to paint those in the past who both rejected and suppressed 
the truth (391-2) as a backdrop for what is urged of the true disciples in 
39.3: namely a combination of being both discerning about true knowledge as 
well as pure and uncontaminated with the teaching of others (such as those 
who resemble the Pharisees). Despite the suppression of true knowledge in 
the past, it is now available in the revelation of Jesus in T/tomas. It is easily 
understandable why the author/editor of Thomas included this saying, given 
the presence of the noun ruaxic (also present in the Lukan version); although 
Thomas is not Gnostic in the strict sense, there is a clear emphasis in the work 
on knowledge (see Introduction, $ 10.1). 


з Baarda, “The Reading “Who Wished to Enter"' 583—591; similarly, Ricchuiti, ‘Tracking Thomas; 
226. 

4 Cf. Hedrick, 83, suggesting the significant body of Jews in Alexandria asa possible opposition, 
and Grosso, 171, remarking that there may be a situation of conflict with traditional Judaism. 
Pokorny, 85, suggests, by contrast, that the saying has been changed such that it becomes an 
attack on the mainstream church. 
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Notes 


зәл The Pharisees and the Scribes have taken the keys of knowledge and have 
hidden them. Hultgren draws attention to possible Tatianisms here,5 but they 
are more a part of a Syrian (and indeed wider) environment more generally: 
‘hiding’ appears іп the Pseudo-Clementines,^ as well as in Luke 11.52 D it syr**5; 
Justin refers to keys plural,’ as again do Luke 11.5 
theknowledge about one's self mentioned first in Thomas in 3.4—5 (see notesad 


syr**. The knowledge here is 


loc., and Introduction, $10.1). It is unclear how Thomas envisages the action of 
the Pharisees and the Scribes: if this language is not (a) merely the reproduction 
of a traditional saying, is the sense (b) the suppression of the truth prior to the 
revelation of Jesus, which has perhaps occurred throughout history, or (c) the 
attempt to obstruct Jesus' own ministry? 

39.2 They have not entered, and have not allowed those who (Co: + want 
to) enter to do so. There are various loose parallels to this part of the saying (of 
which the meaning is obvious).$ The dog-in-the-manger motif perhaps implicit 
here is made explicit in GTh 102 (see comment ad loc.). 

39.3 But you, be clever as serpents, and innocent as doves. This paradox 
is paralleled in Matt. 10.16 as well as in P. Oxy. LX 4009 (which some have 
assigned to the Gospel of Peter).9 There is a strikingly similar Rabbinic parallel: 
‘R. Judah said in the name of R. Simeon: “With me [sc. God] they are innocent 
like doves, but with the nations they are cunning like serpents.""? Valantasis 


5 Hultgren, Jesus and Gnosis’, 170—176; cf. also noting links to Tatian, Luomanen, “ес Him 
Who Seeks, Continue Seeking" 139. 

Hom. 18.16; Recogn. 1.54; 2.30. 

Dial. 17.4. 


EI 


See e.g. Herm. 72 [Sirn. 8.6].5, where the hypocrites do not allow sinners to repent; Auth. 

Teach. 33,4-21: ‘These ignorant ones do not seek after God ... They are more wicked than 

the pagans because first of all they do not inquire after God ... Furthermore if they find 

someone else who asks about his salvation, their hardness of heart sets to work upon that 
man’; Apoc. Peter 78,26—31: ‘For neither will they enter, nor do they permit those who are 
going up to their approval for release. 

9 Cf. also Ignatius, Polyc. 2.2; Teach. Silv. 95,5-33. The reading ‘more than serpents’ is attri- 
buted by MS 1424 to ‘the Jewish Gospel’, often called the Gospel ofthe Nazareans by modem 
scholars. See e.g. B.D. Ehrman & Z. Pleše, The Apocryphal Gospels: Texts and Translations 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), 208. For further discussion of the parallels, see 
P. Foster, ‘Are there any Early Fragments of the So-Called Gospel of Peter? NTS 52 (2006), 
1—28 (13-15), and additional parallels in Ménard, 141. 

10 Cant. R. 244 81: see M. Simon, tr. Midrash Rabbah: Canticles (London: Soncino, 1939), 128. 
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glosses ‘wise’ as ‘sly’ here, which is probably overly negative: despite the associ- 
ation which gpóvipoc could have not just with serpents but with the Serpent,” 
within Thomas the more natural associations are the wise fisherman (8.1-2), 
the 'prudent man' (21.9), and the shrewd merchant (76.2).? The emphasis is 
thus probably on ‘shrewdness’, rather than underhand cunning. The innocence 
probably refers to being uncorrupted by false teaching from any of the groups 
rivalling the Thomas movement. 


11 See Lampe, PGL 1491b. 
i2 The suggestion in Grant & Freedman, 154, that there is a link between the ‘serpents’ here 
and the Naassenes is overly speculative. 


Logion до! 


дол NEXE 1С оүвєнєлхоохє ayToo'c ппс^ HBOÀX ппєкот` 40.2 хү ECTA`XPHY 
aN C€HALTIOPKC ға TECNOYNE NCTAKO 


404 Jesus said, ‘A vine has been planted outside of the Father, 40.2 but is not 
established. It will be pulled up from its root and will perish.’ 


Interpretation 


The principal question about this saying (cf. Matt. 15.13) concerns how broadly 
the illegitimate vine is to be understood.? The “maximalist” position of Haen- 
chen and others takes the vine to comprise everyone outside of the Thomas 
group? The “minimalist” position of DeConick and Grosso sees the vine to be 
the Pharisees and Scribes just mentioned in GTh 39.* 

A link between this saying and the previous is likely. The parallel in Matthew 
15.13 (лдоо putela Hy oùx èpútevoev ó патўр pov б oóp&vtoc ExpiCwOycetat) is also 
connected to the Pharisees: Jesus’ statement there is a direct response to the 
disciples saying, ‘Do you realize that the Pharisees have heard that word (se. 
Matt. 15.11) and have taken offence? Indeed, Thomas's ‘vine’ is more specific 
than Matthew’s ‘every plant’. As such, a link with the saying about the Pharisees 
in GTh 39 is plausible. As in GTh 39, however, the Pharisees and Scribes as 
figures of the past are probably not specifically in view: they probably stand for 
the Jews as a whole (40.2 clearly envisages the vine as a present reality). This 
means that GTh до is to be associated with the other similar condemnations 
un GTh 43 (the Jews) and 102 (the Pharisees). The sense of GTh 40 advocated 
in this commentary is thus neither as general as the maximalist position, nor 


quite as narrow as that of DeConick and Grosso, though it is closer to the latter 
In seeing a connection to GTh 39. 


1 Bibliography for GTh до: p. von Gemünden 


Zze)—Mt 15,13, in Zi 
s м Е. 13, in Zimmermann, ed. Kompendium der Gleichnisse Jesu, 441—444. 
atthean saying is quite widely cited: see e.g. Gos. Phil. 85,29—31; Ignatius, Trall. па. 


Haenchen, Botschaft, 62; Valantasi. 5 
d ,92; 5,116: ‘people, whoever they might be, wl i rt from 
the Father'; Plisch, 113; Hedrick, 85. Pes уңы ешара 


4 DeConick, 161; Grosso, 172. 


‘Falsche Herkunft! (Vom Ausreifen der Pflan- 
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This saying is an oracle of judgment, pronouncing doom upon those repre- 
sented by the vine: ‘the “competitors” will be utterly destroyed'5 


Notes 


404 A vine has been planted outside of the Father. If this vine is Israel and 
its ‘Pharisaic leaders’, then the idea here is that this Israel is an unauthorized 
institution. There may be a suggestion here that hostile powers are responsible 
for this institution. That Thomas expresses this in botanical terms recalls the 
parable of the Weeds (GTh 57), where the enemy came and sowed weeds 
among the farmer's good seed. 

40.2 But is not established. The Thomasine plus of 'established' also occurs 
in the addition to the city on a hill saying (GTh 32; cf. 104.2). 

40.2 It will be pulled up from its root and will perish. Israel will suffer 
eradication at the final judgment. Again, this recalls the parable of the Weeds: 
‘For on the day of the harvest, the weeds will be revealed. They will be pulled 
up and burned' (57.4). 


5 Hedrick, 85. 


Logion 41 


414 nexe IC xe пєтєүйтА рїї req ov ceux naq 41.2 ayw пєте HRTAq 
пкеауны ETOYNTAY cenua«qrrq HrooTY 


41.1 Jesus said, ‘Whoever has in his hand, to him it will be given. 41.2 And 
whoever does not have, even the little which he has will be taken from him’ 


Interpretation 


Both halves of the saying are paradoxical: strictly speaking they do not make 
sense, as one cannot be given what one already has (41.1) and if one does not 
have, one cannot have that non-possession taken away (41.2). The paradox, 
however, merely strengthens the dualism (and, according to Ménard, the pre- 
destinarian tone?) in the saying. There are parallels in Mk 4.25 /Matt. 13.12/Lk. 
8.18 and Matt. 25.29/Lk. 19.26, as well as elsewhere.3 

This ‘basic observation from the world of capitalist economics’ states that 
the “haves” will receive more, and the “have-nots” will become utterly desti- 
tute. The implied possession in the ‘whoever’ clauses is taken variously as (1) 
knowledge of the self? and/or (2) the true interpretation of these sayings? (3) 
the ‘divine substance’ in all humans,’ (4) spiritual wealth more generally? or 
(5)—understanding the saying literally, in line with Thomas’s comments about 
wealth elsewhere—as money.? The foci in interpretations (1—3) are so closely 
intertwined in Thomas that it is difficult to choose between them: as a result, 
one can understand Grosso opting for the vaguer (4). The last of these (5) is 


Bibliography for GTh 41: There are no special studies of this logion, to my knowledge. See the 
commentaries, ad loc. 


Ménard, 142. 


3 For Jewish parallels, see D.A. Hagner, Matthew 1-13 (WBC; Waco: Word, 1993), 373; Hedrick, 
86. See also Apoc. Peter 83,19-84,6; Ps.-Clem., Нот. 18.16.4. 


4 RT. France, The Gospel of Mark: A Commentary on the Greek Text (NIGTC; Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans, 2002), 211. 


Valantasis, 117. 
Valantasis, 117. 
Pokorny, 86. 
Grosso, 173- 
Plisch, 114. 
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probably too literal for Thomas, however, and would be considerably at vari- 
ance with the later parallel to the saying in GTh 70: 


Jesus said, ‘When you bring forth what is in you, what you have will save 
you. If you do not have that in you, what you do not have in you will kill 


you. 


This parallel means that there is probably in 41.1 a possession ‘in you’ which 
guarantees salvation, with the converse in 41.2. On the basis of the parallel, 
perhaps the best option is to take the possession as the true internal image 
(GTh 83-84) or the light within (GTh 24)—hence among the commentators 
Pokorny is perhaps nearest the mark. 

The rhetorical point in GTh 41 is not so much ethical as one of reassurance 
to those who belong to the in-group.!? The contrast between ‘whoever has’ 
and ‘whoever does not have’ may suggest that the dualism within humanity 
is a predestinarian one (cf. GTh 23; 24), although the antithesis may be merely 
rhetorical. 


Notes 


411 Whoever has in his hand. One intriguing difference from the Synoptics is 
the reference to the ‘hand’, a common difference in Thomas (see note on GTh 
351 above.) It is difficult to see what the force of ‘hand’ is here, however, unless 
it is a nuance of strength or power, rather than mere possession ofan attribute. 

414 To him it will be given. Here, Thomas retains the paradox (cf. on 41.2 
below) with Mark and Luke, in contrast to Matthew’s softening of it: ‘it will 
be given to him and Ае will have an abundance' (Matt. 1312; 25.29 [without Чо 
him']). 

41.2 And whoever does not have, even the little which he has will be 
taken from him. The other difference from the Synoptic versions, the ‘little’, is 
probably secondary, an attempt this time to moderate the paradox inherent in 
the apparent contradiction implied by the confiscation of whatis not possessed 
(Mk 4.25; Matt. 13.12; Matt. 25.29; Lk. 19.26):!! the same strategy is apparent in 


10 Pace Grosso, 173, who emphasises the need to abandon traditional religion and embrace 
the new. 

i1 Compare, analogously, F. Schnider, ‘Das Gleichnis vom verlorenen Schaf und seine Redak- 
toren: Ein intertextueller Vergleich’, Kairos 19 (1977), 146-154 (151), saying that Thomas 
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Luke 8.18 (where ‘even what he has’ becomes ‘even what he thinks he has’/ ‘even 
what he seems to have’) as well as in GTh 70 where the parallel to СТЬ 41’s ‘even 
the little which he has’ is ‘what you do not have in you’. The pronouncement of 
judgment here may refer specifically to those mentioned іп СТЬ 39-40, viz. the 
Jews, or the Pharisees and the Scribes,!2 but there is no necessity to take 41.2 so 
narrowly. 


makes his parable of the lost sheep more rational by adding the explanation the sheep 
is not any lost sheep, but the best one. Cf. also comment below on GTh 65.4. E.F. Osborn, 
‘Parable and Exposition’, Australian Biblical Review 22 (1974), 11-22, comments similarly 
that Thomas resolves tensions in his parables, and Beardslee remarks that Thomas tends 
to introduce balanced parallelism, reducing hyperbole. W.A. Beardslee, ‘Proverbs in the 
Gospel of Thomas; in D.E. Aune, ed. Studies in New Testament and Early Christian Liter- 
ature. Essays in Honor of Allen P. Wikgren (Leiden: Brill, 1972), 92-103 (99). Cf. Perkins 
judgment that paradox and hyperbole are reduced in Thomas's pronouncement stories. 


P. Perkins, ‘Pronouncement Stories in the Gospel of Thomas’, Semeia 20 (1981), 121-132 (121). 
12 DeConick, 162; Hedrick, 86 (as a possibility). 
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NEXE 1с XE MWNE ererhpnapare 


Jesus said, ‘Be passers-by!’ 


Interpretation 


The cryptic character of this saying, the shortest in Thomas, has elicited a 
baffling diversity of interpretations.? These can be boiled down to eight. 

(1) The most significant variant translation is: 'Come into being as you pass 
away!’ This rendering is taken by Schoedel and Hedrick.3 Thus the sense would 
besomething like that in 2 Cor. 4.16, i.e. that true existence is acquired through a 


metaphorical death. This translation is unnecessarily convoluted, however. The 
normal usage of апе + circumstantial (cf. in 1Cor. 117; 12.10b; Heb. 6.12; Gos. 


1 Bibliography for СТЬ 42: Jeremias, Unknown Sayings of Jesus, 11-118; T. Baarda, Jesus Said: 
Be Passers-By: On the Meaning and Origin of Logion 42 of the Gospel of Thomas, in idem, 
ed. Early Transmission of Words of Jesus: Thomas, Tatian and the Text of the New Testament 
(Amsterdam: Free University Press, 1983), 179-205; АЈ. Dewey, ‘A Passing Remark: Thomas 
42, Forum 10 (1994), 69-86; H. Paulsen, "Werdet Voritbergehende’, in idem, Zur Literatur und 

s. Gesammelte Aufsätze (WUNT 99; Tübingen: Mohr, 1997), 

ospel of Thomas 42, Jesus Traditions, and Islamic Litera- 

ys on Thomas and the Secret Gospel of Mark (Harrisburg, PA: 

Continuum, 2003), 59-75, reprinted in J.Ma. Asgeirsson, A.D. DeConick & R. Uro, eds. Thoma- 

sine Traditions in Antiquity: The Social and Cultural World of the Gospel of Thomas (NHMS 59; 

Leiden: Brill, 2006), 255—271; P.H. Sellew, ‘Jesus and the Voice from Beyond the Grave: G.Thom. 

42 in the Context of Funeral Epigraphy’, in J.Ma. Asgeirsson, A.D. DeConick & R. Uro, eds. 

Thomasine Traditions in Antiquity: The Social and Cultural World of the Gospel of Thomas 

(NHMS 59; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 39-73; J.D. Dubois, '"Soyez passant’, ou l'interprétation du 

logion 42 de l Évangile selon Thomas’, in L. Painchaud & P.-H. Poirier, eds. Colloque inter- 

nationale: “Ľ Évangile selon Thomas et les textes de Nag Hammadi" Québec, 29-3! mai 2003 


Geschichte des frühen Christentun 


1-20; M.W. Meyer, ‘“Be passersby" 
ture; in idem, Secret Gospels: Es 


(Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 93-105; C. Gianotto, ‘Vangelo secondo Tommaso, log. 42: Verifica di 
una nuova proposta di interpretazione, in M. Pesce & M. Rescio, eds. La trasmissione delle 
parole di Gest nei primi tre secoli (Brescia: Morcelliana, 2011), 95-99. 

2 Forgood surveys of the different views, see Meyer, ‘Be passersby’, on the translational options, 
and Dubois, 'Soyez passant, on the various interpretations. 

3 See Grant & Freedman, 155 (tr. by Schoedel); Hedrick, 87. For other advocates, and some 
criticism, see Meyer, ‘Be passersby’, 62-63. 
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Mary 8,7) is as a periphrastic imperative.* Nor is it clear in Thomas's theology 
more broadly that one comes into being by passing away. So the most likely 
translation is ‘Be passers-by!’ or even simply ‘Pass by!’ 

(2) Baarda wonders about another possible meaning in the Coptic’s Vorlage: 
‘Be Hebrews (‘bryyn)’; he suggests this partly on the basis of a connection with 
‘the Jews’ in 43.3.5 The combination of GTh 42—43 means that the Thomas com- 
munity identifies itself as the true ‘Hebrews’, in contrast to the negatively valued 
‘Jews’ of the following saying. Both a Semitic Vorlage and a clear connection 
with the following saying are dubious, however. 

The next set of interpretations are those which try to understand the saying 
without an implied object, emphasising that 'passing by' is shorthand for the 
kind of life-style envisaged for the true disciple. (3) Quispel takes the 'passer- 
by’ to go back to the Hebrew ‘ober, that is, an itinerant teacher.9 Baarda rightly 
questions whether ober had this technical sense, however.’ Patterson does not 
rely on such a Hebrew Vorlage, but thinks the meaning is still clear: 'Become 
itinerants’, in line with his emphasis on Thomas as a document of Wander- 
radikalismus (cf. 12.2; 14) with its renunciation of family ties.? Although Patter- 
Son's view is not as speculative as that of Quispel, the link between 'passing by' 
and ‘itinerancy’ is not strong: itinerant teachers perhaps ‘pass through’ (e.g. Acts 
16.6; 20.2) rather than ‘pass by'— the latter connotes ignoring or even avoiding, 
rather than intentional missionary activity. 

Another set of options argues for an implied object. (4) For Haenchen, for 
example, the implicit object is the ‘Jahrmarkt der Welt’ (the ‘fair’ of the world, 
‘vanity fair’).° Similarly, Meyer argues for ‘pass by the world’, that is, ‘renounce 
the world’! Valantasis takes a similar view, but with a more positive outlook 


On the periphrastic imperative with owne + circumstantial, see Layton, Coptic Grammar, 
294 (§369 a). Compare the similar Greek construction with ylvou/ үбєсбє + present 
participle in Ezek. 2.8; Sir. 13.9; 33.23; 2 Cor. 6.14; Rev. 3.2. 

5 Baarda, ‘Jesus Said: Be Passers-By’. 

Quispel, Makarius, das Thomasevangelium und das Lied von der Perle, 20-22. DeConick, 
164, also says ‘Hebrew’. 

7 Baarda, ‘Jesus Said: Be Passers-By’, 194. 


Patterson, Gospel of Thomas and Jesus, 131. A potential parallel for this sense can perhaps 
be found in Doctrina Addai, fol. 28a (‘wayfarers and sojourners’): see the text in G. Phillips, 
ed. The Doctrine of Addai, The Apostle (London: Triibner and Co., 1876), 42-43. This may 
also support sense (4), however. 

E. Haenchen, ‘Die Anthropologie des ‘Thomas-Evangeliums’, іп H. Braun, H.-D. Betz & 


L. Sa eds. Neues Testament und christliche Existenz (Tübingen: Mohr, 1973), 207- 
227 (212). 


10 Meyer, ‘Be passersby’, 72. Emphasis mine. 
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emphasising freedom from the world." (5) For DeConick, the original sense was 
that of passing by all instructions by other masters, and concentrating solely on 
Jesus. The parallel adduced in support of this, however, is rightly observed 
by Gianotto as not being very close linguistically.!3 (6) A specific context for 
GTh 42 has been ingeniously suggested by Sellew. He sees GTh 42 against 
the background of the frequent language in funerary inscriptions,^ in which 
the dead person is portrayed as addressing the ‘passer-by’, engaging him in 
conversation. Sellew takes GTh 42 as a warning?? ‘not to linger in this world, 
not to be caught up in the trap of conversation, or better, relations with the 
‘living dead" all around them." This is, then, a playful characterisation of 
outsiders as in the grave and urges true disciples to ignore them and ‘pass by’. 
This has the advantage of paying attention to a use of ‘passing-by’ language in 
the Umwelt, but it selects a very specific instance and is therefore probably too 
narrow. 

Finally, some interpretations attempt to combine different elements. (7) 
Dewey's view, that the saying is about ‘finitude and movement/ mission’ mixes 
(1) and (3)." (8) Dubois claims that the build-up from СТЬ 36 to GTh 42 
implies that the allusion to 'Hebrews' in this saying constructs an identity over 
against Judaism, with readers also expected to see ‘passage’ and 'itinerancy' as 
exhorted in the saying: hence (2) and (3) are combined, and perhaps even (1) 
as well.!8 In the cases of both Dewey and Dubois, however, our uncertainty is 
perhaps being read back into the original, and—in addition to the problems 
attending readings (1) and (2)— it is hard to see how their two elements can 
both be implied at the same time by the wording of the saying. Others combine 


11 XValantasis, 118. 

12  DeConick, 164. 

13  C.Gianotto, ‘Etude critique: la formation de Г Évangile selon Thomas: à propos d'une étude 
récente, Apocrypha 18 (2007), 298-307 (306—307); idem, ‘Vangelo secondo Tommaso, log. 
42, 97—99. 

14 P. Sellew, ‘Death, Body, and the World in the Gospel of Thomas, in E.A. Livingstone, ed. 
Studia Patristica 31 (Leuven: Peeters, 1997), 530—534 (533). He is followed by J.W. Јірр, 
'Death and the Human Predicament, Salvation as Transformation, and Bodily Practices in 
1Corinthians and the Gospel of Thomas’, in M.F. Bird & J. Willitts, eds. Paul and the Gospels: 
Christologies, Conflicts and Convergences (London/ New York: T&T Clark, 2011), 242-266 
(260). 

15  Sellew, Jesus and the Voice from Beyond the Grave’, то. 

16 Sellew, ‘Jesus and the Voice from Beyond the Grave’, 72. 

17  Dewey,'A Passing Remark' 83. 

18 Dubois, 'Soyez passant' 104—105. 
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different views on the basis of distinctions between the saying in its original 
context, and its meaning in the final form of Thomas.'? 

Still further interpretations are imaginable: the implied object of ‘passing by’ 
could be the archons in GTh 50; in Gos. Jud. 35,3 Priapare is used in a statement 
about the need to 'bring forth' the perfect man within, which would make an 
interesting link with GTh 41; another work related to Thomas is Dialogue ofthe 
Saviour, in which the reader is instructed to 'pass by' the crossing over to the 
bridal chamber (124,3).?° 

How is one to come to a conclusion? As Grosso has rightly reminded, much 
depends on the hermeneutic with which one approaches Thomas:?! a Gnostic 
view will rule certain options in and out, as will one which sees Thomas as a 
document of Wanderradikalismus. The criticisms made above mean that the 
interpretations other than that of Haenchen and Meyer are problematic. The 
view which implies the sense, ‘Pass by the world', can be supported by various 
parallels. Plisch has drawn attention to a passage in Philo (Imm. 159), where 
there is a reference to ‘those who judge it right to pass by earthly things’ (ol tà 
yýva xorpépyea ot дхолобутес).22 These are the people who the addressees are 
enjoined to be. A connection is often made to the Arabic agraphon in which 
the world is a bridge to be passed over (though this is perhaps closer to the 
Dialogue of the Saviour than to Thomas).?? Thus interpretation (4) is probably 


19 For DeConick, 164, the saying in the original kernel had the meaning outlined above, 
whereas in Thomas as it stands, it has a sense closer to (4). For Nordsieck, 172-174, the 
original (dominical) sense was one of itinerancy, but it now may have a ‘Gnostic’ sense: it 
has thus shifted from (3) to (4). 

20 A link with Thomas is evident in another passage about the crossing: 'the passage which 

they will traverse, those solitary and elect ones, those who have known the Father’ (Dial. 

Sav. 120,25-1211); cf. also 145,7-24. 

21 Grosso, 174. 

22 Plisch, 115. 

23 On this agraphon, see J. Jeremias, ‘Zur Überlieferungsgeschichte des Agraphon: “Die Welt 
ist eine Brücke" Nachrichten der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Göttingen, Phil.-hist. 
Klasse (1953, $4), 95-103; H. Sahlin, ‘Die Welt ist eine Brücke, ZNW 47 (1956), 286-287. 
One form of the saying is found on a mosque built in 1601 in Fatehpur-Sikri in India by 
the Mogul Akbar: Jesus, on whom be peace, said, “This world is a bridge. Pass over it, 
but do not build your dwelling there."' See Jeremias, ‘Uberlieferungsgeschichte’, 101, and 
T. Khalidi, The Muslim Jesus (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2001), 106 ($99) for 
Arabic precursors. A Latin version of this inscription is recorded by Petrus Alphonsi, a 
convert from Islam: seculum est quasi pons: transi ergo: ne hospiteris (Disc. XXVIII). See 
A. Hilka & W. Söderhjelm, Die Disciplina Clericalis des Petrus Alphonsi. Kleine Ausgabe 
(Heidelberg: C. Winter, 1911), 45, ll. 12—13. 
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to be preferred, but any interpretation of such an elliptical saying will have to be 
tentative. If (4) is correct, however, then it would probably imply avoidance of 
such strategies as Justin's petitioning the emperor 'to obtain relief from what he 
believes to be the unjust practice of the Roman government in executing those 
who will not renounce their allegiance to Christ’. Still less would a disciple of 


this mindset be eager to stand for public office, make benefactions, or promote 
the res publica in any other sphere. 


24  D.Minns & P. Parvis, eds. Justin, Philosopher and Martyr: Apologies (OECT; Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2009), 44. 


Logion 43' 


43.1 nexay Naq Но1 uequaourHC XE NTAK tH CKAM Hnual Naw 43.2 
20 uepxa пмооү uurü ATETHEINE AN XE ANOK NIM 43.3 223A RTOTR 
aTeTia@ane Hoe Ныїйоүлглос XE CEHE апаны CeHOCTe HITeQqKa proc AYA 
cene HrtKa prioc CEHOCTE апанн 


434 The disciples said to him, ‘Who are you who speak these things to us?’ 
43.2 (Jesus said to them,) ‘You do not understand who I am from the things 
which I say to you, 43.3 but you have become like the Jews, for they love the 
tree but hate its fruit, or love the fruit but hate the tree.’ 


Textual Comment 


The omission of a change of speaker at the beginning of 43.2 is not particularly 
significant:? a similar omission occurs in GTh 113. 


Interpretation 


This dialogue is a little obscure, in part because it functions on three levels: (i) 
the "narrative" level of the dialogue between Jesus and the disciples in 431-2; 
(ii) the vignette about the Jews constructed by the analogy in 43.3, and (iii) the 
implied extra-textual reality. An ideal interpretation of GTh 43 as a whole would 
seek as much correlation as possible between these three levels. The point of 
comparison is separation and inconsistency: 


(i) The disciples separate the words of Jesus from who Jesus is 
(when in fact the words should lead them to understanding of Jesus). 


On their own, СТЬ 43.1-2 are quite straightforward, but the complicating factor 
is the analogy in 43.3 because of its talk of the tree and the fruit and vice versa. 


1 Bibliography for СТЬ 43: Dunderberg, Beloved Disciple in Conflict, 21-22, 11-12. 
2 Valantasis, 119, explores the potential meaning arising from the ambiguity in the text as it 
stands; Plisch, 116 n. 2 remarks that a conjecture is ‘unnecessary’. 
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Leipoldt considers that it may refer to an inconsistent love ofthe Father but not 
the Son:3 


(ii) The Jews are inconsistent in separating the fruit from the tree 
(i.e. they separate Jesus from God and claim to love God but hate his Son).* 


The disciples, then, probably represent those outside ofthe Thomas movement 
who claim allegiance to Jesus but reject the true revelation in Thomas. Hence: 


(ii) Outsiders, like the disciples, are inconsistent in separating the words of 
Jesus from who Jesus is 
(i.e. they have access to true revelation but take a different view of Jesus). 


Understood along these lines, there is some continuity with Jesus' botanical 
imagery in the Synoptic Gospels (in the assumption that the nature ofthe fruit 
is consistent with the nature of the tree and vice versa), even while Thomas's use 
of the tree/ fruit motif is deployed to a different end. Any detailed interpretation 
ofthe structure of this logion must remain tentative, however. 


Notes 


434 The disciples said to him, "Who are you who speak these things to us?' 
This question on its own might be positive (cf. e.g. Mk 4.41), or a more scep- 
tical inquiry into the legitimacy of Jesus (*who are you to say these things?').5 
Embedded in this dialogue, it is an inquiry arising out of the disciples' igno- 
rance. There has been some debate about the phrase 'these things’: Pokorny 
sees a reference specifically to GTh 42;6 Dunderberg agrees that ‘these things' 
are what precedes, but because of the plural ‘these things’ does not think the 
scope is confined to GTh 42.” Indeed, because of the lack of narrative direction 
in Thomas, one could even extend the reference to include Thomas as a whole, 
not just what precedes GTh 43. 


3 Leipoldt, Evangelium nach Thomas, 64. 

4 Or possibly: separate Jesus from his words. 

5 Lambdin' translation implies a negative sense: ‘Who are you, that you should say these things 
to us? 

6 Pokorny, 87. 

7 Dunderberg, Beloved Disciple in Conflict, 22 
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43.2 You do not understand who I am from the things which I say to you. 
Jesus does not answer the question in СТЬ 43.1 (cf. e.g. СТЬ 6; 24). On 4332-2, 
compare John 8.25: 'So they said to him, "Who are you?" Jesus said to them, 
“What I have told you from the beginning."' 

43.3 But you have become like the Jews.* With this likening of the disciples 
to the Jews one might compare the identification of the apostles and the 
‘apostolic men’ as ‘Hebrews’ in the Gos. Phil. 55,29-30. This statement is the 
only reference to ‘the Jews’ per se in Thomas (cf. GTh 39-40; 102; and ‘Israel’ in 
СТЬ 52), and it might hark back to СТЬ 39-40." On the other hand, however, 
itis the ignorance of the disciples, not of the Jews, which is thematised in GTh 
43 as a whole. Thomas seems to assume as natural such a negative reference 
to ‘the Jews’. As Hedrick has noted, the distinction between the disciples and 
the Jews is striking and may well have implications for the date of Thomas (see 
above, Introduction, $ 7: ‘Date’).!° 

43.3 For they love the tree but hate its fruit, or love the fruit but hate the 
tree. Various possibilities have been suggested for the tree/ fruit metaphor. 
Hedrick has raised the possibility of the tree of the knowledge of good and 
evil." Many draw parallels with the botanical imagery in the Synoptic Gospels, 
but Thomas's usage here is actually unparalleled there.'* It is inconsistency 
which is particularly attributed to the Jews here: one might compare the crit- 
icism of the Pharisees' great attention to tithing but neglect of justice (cf. e.g. 
Matt. 23.23/ Lk. 11.42), or Jesus' criticism of the response of 'this generation' to 
him and John the Baptist: *we played the flute for you and you did not dance; 
we sang a dirge and you did not mourn/ weep’ (Matt. 11.17/ Lk. 7.32). This 
double-tradition/ “О” saying has two antithetical parts each composed of an 
incongruity, just as does GTh 43.3 here. Closest to home, the charge of incon- 
sistency is levelled at the practice of circumcision in GTh 53: people would be 


Valantasis's translation ‘Judeans’ here (118—119) is probably not apposite. As Plisch, n6, has 
put it, the term is used here ‘not ethnically but typologically* 

9 Thus Nordsieck, 175. 

io Hedrick, 89. 

11 Hedrick, 90. 


For example, Grant & Freedman, 156, link GTh 43 to Matt. 7.16 (cf. also 747-20) and Lk. 
6.43-44 via the observation that ‘the Jews do not understand that the nature of the tree 
is identical with that of the fruit’. There is of course overlap in the usage of the imagery 
to the extent that Grant & Freedman state, but this is not a sufficient explanation of the 
meaning of GTh 43. There is perhaps an interesting indication of the influence of Matthew 
here, however, given that GTh 43 is related to Matt. 12.33, СТЬ 44 parallels Matt. 12.31-32, 
and СТЬ 45 shares material with Matt. 12.34-35. See Gathercole, Composition, 131. 
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born circumcised if circumcision really were so valuable. The charge was some- 
times levelled at Jews in Greek and Roman literature: Juvenal accuses Agrippa II 
and Berenice of an incestuous relationship, while contrasting this with the 
rigidity of their Sabbath-observance and refusal to kill pigs; Seneca states 
that the lamps should not be lit on the Sabbath, because the gods do not need 
light;4 Suetonius remarks upon Jews who concealed their origins and practice 
in order to avoid the fiscus Iudaicus;'? Callistratus, one of Plutarch's characters 
in the Quaestiones Convivales (early second century), wonders whether or not 
the Jews are consistent in not killing pigs.!'6 Perhaps the most striking example, 
however, comes in another Christian author in the course of a polemic against 
the Jewish food-laws: ‘For to accept some of the things created by God for the 
use of men as finely created, but to refuse others as useless and redundant— 
how can this not be lawless?' (Diogn. 4.2). 


13 See Schäfer, Judeophobia, 79. 

14 Seneca, Ep. Moral. 95.47. 

15 Suetonius, Dom. 12.2. See discussion in Schafer, Judeophobia, 113. 

16 — Plutarch, Quaest. Conv. 4.5.1-2 (Mor. 669E-670B). See discussion in Schäfer, Judeophobia, 
72—73, 78. 


Logion 44! 


44-1 NEXE IC хе петь хє OYA ATIEIWT CENAKG €BOX HAY 44.2 AVM METARE OYA 
єпа)унрє CENAKW EBOA NAY 44.3 NETARKE OYA AC ANITINA CTOYAAB CENAKM an 
€BOX Nad OYTE eH пке ovre eh THE 


44.1 Jesus said, ‘Whoever blasphemes the Father, he will be forgiven. 44.2 
And whoever blasphemes the Son, he will be forgiven. 44.3 But whoever 
blasphemes the Holy Spirit, he will not be forgiven either on earth or in 
heaven.’ 


Interpretation 


This saying contrasts with its Synoptic parallels (Mk 3.28—29; Matt. 12.31-32; Lk. 
12.10) in two ways. First, where Matthew and Luke have the contrast between 
blasphemy against the Son of Man and blasphemy against the Spirit, Thomas 
structures the saying in a ‘trinitarian’ manner, so that blasphemy against Father 
and Son are both relativised. Secondly, whereas blasphemy against the Spirit is 
curious enough in the Synoptic Gospels, there one has a context which eluci- 
dates it. In Thomas on the other hand, there is not only no narrative context 
but also no other reference to the ‘Holy Spirit’ (or indeed to forgiveness or blas- 
phemy).? Two possible explanations might be suggested for the inclusion of 
this saying by the author/ editor. 


(1) The first is a context of persecution. As Pliny and the Martyrdom of Polycarp 
attest, persecutors exhorted believers to curse Christ as a means ofescaping 
the penalty for belonging to the church.? Some groups may have reckoned 


1 Bibliography for СТЬ 44: T. Baarda, ‘“Vader—Zoon—Heilige Geest”: Logion 44 van "Thom- 
as", NTT 51 (1997), 13-30; Gathercole, Composition, 179—183. 

2 Blasphemy had various senses in Jewish and early Christian contexts, including cursing, but 
also compromising the oneness of God. See e.g. A. Yarbro Collins, ‘Blasphemy’, EDEJ 445. 

з Pliny, Ep. 10.96: ‘I decided to dismiss charges against any on this list who stated that they were 
now not, nor had ever been Christians, if they repeated after me a prayer of invocation to the 
gods, made an offering of wine and incense to your statue which I had brought in to the court 
along with the statues of the gods for this purpose, and furthermore cursed Christ (praeterea 
male dicerent Christo). It is said to be impossible to compel those who are true Christians to 
do any of these things. Mart. Poly. 9.3: "Then, the proconsul urged him, and said, “Swear, and 
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(3) 


denial of the faith as permissible in times of persecution.* The antithesis 
of Father and Son on the one hand with the Spirit on the other might 
make sense in this context, as one can imagine a situation of persecution 
in which believers might be required to curse/ blaspheme their God and 
Christ, but ‘the Holy Spirit’ would probably not be common knowledge. In 
this context, the meaning of'blaspheme' in GTh 44 would bea formal curse. 
Others have argued that the reference here is to early Christian prophecy. 
(This interpretation emphasises 44.3.) One of the earliest interpretations 
of the Synoptic saying appears in the Didache, which applies it thus: ‘And 
every prophet who speaks by the Spirit you shall not try or judge, for 
every sin will be forgiven, but this sin will not be forgiven:$ In the context 
of Thomas, this would refer to itinerant missionaries, and so blasphemy 
would be a rejection of their divine message. 

Valantasis and Pokorny see the concern in 44.3 as the rejection of the 
sayings in Thomas: the sin is unforgiveable because the Holy Spirit is the 
mediator of the sayings of Jesus? or—put slightly differently—'the text 
conveys the spirit, and the saying is thus a ‘textual polemic'? 


Unfortunately, it is almost impossible to decide among these different interpre- 
tations. As Hedrick notes, this reference to the Holy Spirit is quite unexpected 
(though the unexpected is almost expected in Thomas), and elsewhere in the 


Go: 


spel there is ‘no practical role for a Holy Spirit.’ Interpretation (1) is vul- 


nerable to the charge that such a pragmatic stance might not have been very 
widespread, if it existed in a legitimised way at all; (2) is perhaps too specific, 
and the interpretation in the Didache may not have been widely held; (3) is 


Iwill set you at liberty, slander Christ (Aotðópnoov tov Хруттду) Polycarp declared, “Eighty-six 


on 


years have I served him, and he never did me any injury: how can I blaspheme my king and 
my saviour (xal хс доуарох PAnopypyaat tov Bao роо tov cwaavtd ue)?"" 
Eusebius reports that the second-century apologist Agrippa Castor accused Basilides 
ing that ‘those who unguardedly renounced the faith in times of persecution’ (2Eopvvpévous 
ёпорафолахтоҳ Thy Tlotw KATA тойс xv Siwy Lav xarpovç) were not guilty (Eusebius, HE 4-7-7); 
сЁ also Irenaeus, AH 1.24.6. See Lohr, Basilides und seine Schule, 9, however, for critical remarks 
on the authenticity of these testimonia. 

Plisch, 118; against this view Nordsieck, 181. 

Did. 11.7: xal пбута npopýmv А«Аодут@ ёу mvedpatt où metpdcete 008ё droxpwette- nâo yàp 
dpaptia @фебуутєтон, абту õè ў åuaptia odx dpeOvjoe cot. 

Pokorny, 88. 

Valantasis, 121. 


of stat- 


9 Hedrick, 91. 
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quite possible, but on the other hand a doctrine of "inspiration" may not have 
been held by the author in the way described. The saying remains enigmatic. 


Notes 


441 Whoever blasphemes the Father. The inclusion of a reference to the 
Father brings what had been a ‘Son of Man / Spirit’ saying in the Synoptics into 
line with the triadic formulae which appear already in the NT in 2 Cor. 13.13/14 
(Lord Jesus Christ-God-Holy Spirit) and Rev. 1.4-5 (God-Seven spirits-Christ). 
Itis Matthew's Father-Son-Holy Spirit language (and sequence) above all, how- 
ever, which becomes most influential in the second century (Did. та, 3; Mart. 
Polyc. 22.3 [23.5]; Justin, 1 Apol. 65.3; cf. Ignatius, Eph. 9.1; Magn. 13.1). Because 
of these quite early parallels, it is not necessary to see this saying as a very late 
accretion to Thomas.!? Baarda does, however, provide some fascinating exam- 
ples from the middle ages which show that a *trinitarian" version of this saying 
was known to some Cathars.! For Quispel, this means that the saying is inde- 
pendent of the Synoptic Gospels, and came from the Gospel of the Hebrews.? 
This is not tenable; Thomas in this saying is probably dependent on Matthew. 
The relationship between GTh 44 and the Manichean and medieval versions of 
the saying also structured along similar lines merits further study." 


Hedrick, 91, seems to suggest that it may even derive from the fourth century; cf. also the 


10 

comment in Valantasis, 120. 
11 Baarda, 'Vader—7Zoon— Heilige Geest’, 21-22. 
12 


G. Quispel, Tatian and the Gospel of Thomas (Leiden: Brill, 1975), 55; cf. also idem, ‘Latin 
Tatian or the Gospel of Thomas in Limburg’, JBL 88 (1969), 321-330 (329). 

13 See discussion in Gathercole, Composition, 179—183, noting also criticisms of Quispel from 

Baarda and Tuckett. 

14  Amediation of the saying into the middle ages via Manichean literature is a possibility. 
Тһе trinitarian structure is apparent in 2 Keph. 416:2—16; 417:25-29. For two medieval 
Cathar references, see Baarda, ‘Vader—Zoon—Heilige Geest, 21-22, the second of which 
is translated into English, with its wider context in E.P. Badham & Е.С. Coneybeare, 
‘Fragments of an Ancient (? Egyptian) Gospel used by the Cathars of Albi’, Hibbert Journal 
u (1913), 805-818 (814); see also the Tuscan gospel harmony: V. Todesco, A. Vaccari & 
M. Vattasso, eds. Ј/ Diatessaron in volgare italiano: testi inediti dei secoli XIII-XIV (Vatican 
City: Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, 1938), 244. ‘Son’, rather than Son of Man, is also found 


outside of the triadic structure (i.e. merely in contrast to the Holy Spirit) in Synodicon 
Orthodoxiae 9. 
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444 He will be forgiven. This, along with 44.2-3, is the only reference to 
forgiveness in Thomas; the rarity is unsurprising, given the infrequency of 
reference to sin (cf. 14.1; 104.2). 

44.2 And whoever blasphemes the Son. It is natural to assume that Jesus is 
the Son here on the basis of his reference elsewhere to ‘my Father’ (GTh 61.3; 
64.12; 99.2-3) and perhaps the instance of 'the son/ Son' in GTh 37.3. Thomas 
here has modified ‘Son of Man’ to ‘Son’, perhaps in suspicion of the former title: 
there is not a hostility to titles per se, however, or ‘Son’ would have to be avoided 
as well (cf. ‘my "lordship"' in СТЬ 90). Some other later instances of this saying 
also have ‘Son’.'® 

44.2 He will be forgiven. See above on 44.1. 

44.3 But whoever blasphemes the Holy Spirit, he will not be forgiven either 
on earth or in heaven. This part of the saying, based on Matthew's version, 
removes the eschatological element,!* changing the bifurcation of the ages into 
an earth/ heaven duality." This part of the saying is employed just prior to 
Thomas in Nag Hammadi Codex П, near the end of the Apocryphon of John: 'And 
they will be kept for the day on which those who have blasphemed the Spirit 
will be tortured. And they will be punished with an everlasting punishment 


(Ap. John II 27,27—30). 


15 See the Manichaean and medieval references noted above. 
16 Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins, 131. 
17  Gathercole, Composition, 181. 


Logion 45' 


45-1 EXE IC MAYXEAE EAOOAE EBOA 2H GONTE OY T€ MAYKMTY KÄTE 680A ён 
CcPoanoYX mayt Kaprioc rap 45.2 o[ya]racoc Ppaxae mayeime fiovaraoon 
EBOA га пеҷего 45.3 oYka [koc] pewne ajs«qenie пгппоннрон євох eH rieqego 
соооү ereh пеҷент` ayw ALW пеппоннрон 45.4 EBOX rap eH өоүо HOUT 
аўзЧ`єїчє євох figtirronupon 


454 Jesus said, ‘Grapes are not harvested from thorn-bushes, nor are figs 
gathered from thistles, for they do not produce fruit. 45.2 [A g]ood man 
brings forth good from his store; 45.3 an evil man brings forth wickedness 
from his evil store which is in his heart, and he speaks wickedness. 45.4 For 
from the overflow of the heart he brings forth wicked things.’ 


Interpretation 


This saying (cf. Matt. 7.16; 12.34-35; Lk. 6.44-45) again makes the point that 
there is an absolute distinction between the good, the elect disciples, on the 
one hand, and the evildoers outside on the other? This has the double func- 
tion of reinforcing the social boundary, and exhorting true disciples to live up 
consistently to their vocation. Natural law is invoked as confirming this (cf. GTh 
53), hence the illustration from agriculture. The sheer obviousness of the illus- 
tration has the function also of trying to make the theologoumena in 45.2-4 
appear similarly incontrovertible. For the Thomas movement, there is no mid- 
dle ground in which one might imagine the 'evenly balanced' man as envisaged 
by, for example, the school of Shammai or the Testament of Abraham.’ 


Notes 


454 Grapes are not harvested from thorn-bushes, nor are figs gathered from 
thistles, for they do not produce fruit. Here Thomas employs the form of 


1 Bibliography for GTh 45: Schrage, Verháltnis, 100—106. 
2 Valantasis, 121. 
3 Tosefta Sanh.13.3;cf. T. Abr. [Rec. A] 12.12-17. See F. Ave marie, Tora und Leben: Untersuchungen 


zur Heilsbedeutung der Tora in der frühen rabbinischen Literatur (TSAJ 55; Tübingen: Mohr, 
1996), 39. 
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the impossibile (cf. GTh 31-35), which sets the dualistic tone. The theme of 
‘fruit’ harks back to GTh 43,* and indeed GTh 43-45 are linked by a common 
connection to Matt. 12.31—35.° 

45.2 Agood man brings forth good from his store. The Coptic here is notable 
for including an inflected Greek form (Rovaraeou), though the neuter form is 
not unknown in Coptic.® 

45.3 An evil man brings forth wickedness from his evil store which is in his 
heart, and he speaks wickedness. DeConick takes this to be a statement about 
the Pharisees because of this saying's position in the Kernel. It is a weakness 
of this theory of the original form of Thomas, however, that this saying as a 
whole is taken to have been 'part of the rhetoric arguing for Jesus' exclusivity 
as a prophet.” Since this theme is absent from GTh 45, doubt may be cast 
over whether such a section of a kernel along these lines existed. On 45.3 in 
particular, the language is far too general to draw any specific attention to the 
Pharisees. In parallel with 45.2, we have the inflected form nouupon. 

45.4 For from the overflow of the heart he brings forth wicked things. 
Again, here the Coptic includes the inflected Greek form (йгйпомнром). See on 
45.2 above. 


Nordsieck, 183. 
See Gathercole, Composition, 131. 
See Layton, Coptic Grammar, 462—463 (‘Glossary’), ad 4raooc, -0N and поннрос, -он. 
DeConick, 169. 


Nous 


Logion 46' 


46.1 nexe TC xe xir аллы apa ioga(n)uuc MBAITMICTHE PR Fuxro ARIONE HA 
TIETXOCE àiCDP2.HHHC FIBATETICTHC GINA XE поүоот Пол NEBAN 46.2 aeuxooc 
лє хє METNAMOMNE eh THYTH єҷо пкоүє qnacoyaon THATEPO хү YNAXICE 
aimeannHc 


46.1 Jesus said, From Adam to John the Baptist, there is no-one among those 
born of women higher than John the Baptist, such that his (sc. John's) eyes 
should break. 46.2 But I have said that whoever among you becomes a little 
one will know the kingdom. And he will be higher than John.’ 


Textual Comment 


The Coptic’s reference to John's eyes literally breaking (uova fiot neqBar) 
is very peculiar? Plisch suggests textual corruption,” and it may be that the 
better sense is ‘eyes failing, a common biblical idiom referring to а state of being 
deeply troubled with no comfort: 


Among those nations you shall find no ease, no resting place for the sole 
of your foot. There the Lord will give you a trembling heart, failing eyes 
(&х\є(поутос фдолџо?с), and a languishing spirit. 

(Deut. 28.65) 


My eyes fail from weeping (&E£&Xuxov èv хросту ol 6900 qol pov), I am in 

torment within, my heart is poured out on the ground because my people 

are destroyed, because children and infants faint in the streets of the city. 
(Lam. 2.11) 


1 Bibliography for GTh 46: Kee, **Becoming a Child" in the Gospel of Thomas’, 307-314; R.L. 
Webb, John the Baptizer and Prophet: A Socio-Historical Study (JSNTSuppS 62; Sheffield: 
JSOT/ Sheffield Academic Press, 1991), 78-81; Liebenberg, Language of the Kingdom, 480-485; 
T. Baarda, ‘The Gospel of Thomas and the Old Testament, PIBA 26 (2003), 17-26. 

2 Ihave not been able to find a parallel to ‘eyes breaking. My colleague John Ray, the Professor 
of Egyptology in Cambridge, was also unaware of any such expression in Egyptian literature 
(personal communication, 9.xii.2011). 

3 Plisch, 121. 
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This idiom may be suggested as a possible alternative. One possible Coptic ren- 
dering would then be noywxñ Пел NeqBad instead of the text's моүазеп Rot ney- 
Bad, the verb wxñ (Crum 539) instead of oywsn (Crum 513). An inner-Coptic 
scribal error would be quite comprehensible as x and с are easily interchange- 
able (Crum gives oyæxn as a variant spelling of oywen) and м/п confusion is 
also possible. Examples of the biblical-Coptic idiom awasa^ ox (‘my eyes 
have failed") can be seen in Ps. 68.3/4 and Ps. 119/118.82.5 It is nevertheless, like 
all conjectures, a speculation. 


Interpretation 


The overall point of this saying (cf. Matt. 11.11/ Lk. 7.287) is clear, despite some 
puzzling details. The saying is not primarily about John the Baptist but about 
the exalted status of the ‘little one’ over against everyone belonging to the old 
age. Valantasis comments that this saying reasserts (after GTh 45) the sense of 
hierarchy within humanity, but this time between old and new dispensations.* 
There is a probable implication of a kind of new birth as little ones in 46.2,° 
with a contrast to those ‘born of woman’ in 46.1.19 

Thomas's cultural environment was permeated by the attitude summed up 
in the famous words of ben Sira: ‘Let us now praise famous men, and our 
fathers in their generations ...' (Sir. 44.1). It is notable, then, that Thomas is 
unabashed about the novelty of the revelation of Jesus. Kinzig's study of the 
concept of newness in Christianity argues that, although the positive valuation 
of the ‘new’ in Christianity more broadly was never completely overshadowed 
by the church's employment of ‘proofs from antiquity’, only the Marcionites and 


4 The -ооү- would then be part of the 3rd pl. prefix rather than part ofthe stem. For the form, 
see the table in Layton, ‘Dialect and Orthography’, in idem, ‘Introduction’, Nag Hammadi 
Codex II,2—7. Volume I, 2 (in Thomas, see e.g. 93.1, 2; 47.4). 

5 AsDr Christian Askeland has reminded me, the diagonaland horizontallines in majuscule 
Coptic are very thin. 

E.A.W. Budge, ed. The Earliest Known Coptic Psalter (London: Kegan Paul, 1898), 71, 130. 

7 As Wilson has noted, the sayings are very similar in Thomas and the Synoptics, with the 
main difference being one of punctuation. R.McL. Wilson, "Thomas and the Synoptic 
Gospels’, ExpT 72 (1960), 36-39 (36). 

8 Valantasis, 122. 

9 Valantasis, 123. 

10 Hedrick, 94, comparing Jn 1142-13; 3.3-8; 1]n 2.29; 4.7. 
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Montanists were thoroughgoing advocates of newness." To these two groups 
the Thomas movement should probably be added: Thomas does not offer any 
defence against any accusation, real or hypothetical, of novelty; the sameis true 
of GTh 52, where there is an unqualified recommendation of Jesus over against 


the dead prophets of Israel.!? 


Notes 


аба From Adam to John the Baptist there is no-one among those born of 
women higher than John the Baptist. Lincoln's observation that Adam was not 
‘born of woman’ and that therefore the scope is exclusive of Adam and John 
is perhaps over-pedantic.'? Hedrick notes the difficulty that we are not told 
why John is so highly valued in Thomas." The reason might be John's ascetic 
life-style. It may well be that there is an implied denigration of Hebrew Bible, 
as will appear more clearly in GTh 52.'* 

46.1 Such that his eyes should break. See the textual comment above on 
this curious phrase. Other translations, such as be 'cast down’, ‘downcast? 
‘averted’}8 are not so much translations as attempts to change what is said in 
order to make some sense. Similarly, Nordsieck's reference to ‘eyes not breaking 
as an image of life beyond death is also a guess." If the conjecture suggested 
above is correct, the sense would be that there is none is greater than John 
such that John would be overcome with a sense of inferiority: similarly, in the 


11 W. Kinzig, Novitas Christiana: Die Idee des Fortschritts in der Alten Kirche bis Eusebius 
(FKD 38; Góttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1994), 582. 

12 Conversely, one might speculate that the attitude in this and other similar sayings might 
have something of the tone of those Roman authors who celebrate the advent of a new 
emperor after a disastrous predecessor or time of conflict. 

13  B.Lincoln, Thomas-Gospel and Thomas-Community: A New Approach to a Familiar Text, 
NovT 19 (1977), 65-76 (74). 

14 Hedrick, 94. 

i5 Baarda compares Treat. Seth 62,27-644, where the whole sequence of patriarchs and 
Israelite prophets is mocked, and identified as part of the ‘Adam to John the Baptist’ 
sequence. 

16  Plisch, 121, though he recognises the difficulty, and—as noted above— suspects a corrupt 
text. 

ı7 Hedrick, 94; cf. also Pokorny, 91; Grosso, 179. 

18 Valantasis, 122. 

19 Nordsieck, 186. 
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Gospel of Judas, in contrast to the other disciples Judas can stand before Jesus, 
but cannot look at him (35,6—14). 

46.2 But I have said that whoever among you becomes a little one will 
know the kingdom. The implication of the ‘I have said’ is that the words 
‘whoever among you becomes a little one will know the kingdom’ are an 
allusion to a previous saying in Thomas or elsewhere.?? The conjunction of 
‘little ones’ and the kingdom is prominent in GTh 20-22, especially in GTh 22: 


Jesus saw some little ones being suckled. He said to his disciples, "These 
little ones being suckled are like those who enter the kingdom: They said 
to him, 'Shall we, then, enter the kingdom as children?' Jesus said to them, 
"When you ... then will you enter the [kingdom]. 


It may be that this specific saying is in view in 46.2, or it may bethe theme more 
widely; it is even possible, if unlikely, that an 'exoteric' canonical parallel (e.g. 
Mk 10.15/ Matt. 18.3/ Lk. 18.17) is in mind. Since the ‘little ones’ in GTh 22 are 
suckling babies (cf. the child seven days old in GTh 4), a similar image is prob- 
ably suggested here in GTh 46. On the kingdom in Thomas, see Introduction, 
$104 above. 

46.2 And he will be higher than John. This probably does not belong with 
what has already been said, hence the translation as a separate sentence. It 
highlights the ambiguous status of John the Baptist at the turn ofthe ages, with 
his exaltation in 46.1 being immediately relativised in 46.2. 


20 В.р. Chilton, ‘The Gospel according to Thomas as a Source of Jesus’ Teaching, in D. Wen- 
ham, ed. Jesus Tradition outside the Gospels (Sheffield: JSOT, 1984), 155-175 (167): ‘Thomas 
himself gives us a clue that he is paraphrasing’ 


Logion 47 


474 nexe IC xe HÑ сом ATE OYPMME T€XO APTO CHAY BRQXOAK апте 
ciTe 47.2 AYD HÄGOH fire OY2HZAR WAWE OEIC CHAY H qnapTima ппоүг` 
aya mkeoya quapegYBpize Auo 47.3 Hape POHE ce prac axo NTEYNOY 
Riq'emevuet aca HPI ввррє 47.4 xD + 1a YHOYX uprü врре CACKOC Hac XeKaac 
пмоүпое ayw мәүңєх` ирт nac 


2ACKOC BBppe GINA XE мєҷтєкА 47.5 
HAXXÀG TOEIC Hac лауги(ц) пале єпе OYN оүпор NAGE 


474 Jesus said, 'It is impossible for a person to mount two horses or to 
stretch two bows. 47.2 And it is impossible for a servant to serve two masters; 
otherwise, he will honour the one and insult the other. 47.3 No-one drinks old 
wine and immediately desires to drink new wine. 47.4 Nor is new wine put 
into old wineskins, lest they tear. Nor is old wine put into a new wineskin, lest 
it ruin it. 47.5 An old patch is not stitched onto a new garment, since there 
would be a tear.’ 


Interpretation 


Most of the components of GTh 47 are parallelled in the Synoptics.? This saying 
weaves together no less than seven statements about impossible incompatibili- 
ties:3 (1) mounting two horses, (2) stretching two bows, (3) serving two masters, 
(4) wanting to move from old to new wine, (5) putting new wine into old skins, 
(6) putting old wine into new skins, and (7) stitching old onto new. Thomas's 
fondness for impossibilia is reflective of a hard-line stance which sees every 


1 Bibliography for GTh 47: Schrage, Verhältnis, 109—116; J.D. Crossan, In Fragments: The Apho- 
risms of Jesus (San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1989), 124—127; Р. Nagel, ‘Der Spruch vom Dop- 
peldienst im Thomasevangelium (Logion 47) und im manichaischen Psalmenbuch (Part I 
pl. 179, 27-29), іп W. Beltz, ed. Der Gottesspruch in der koptischen Literatur: Hans-Martin 
Schenke zum 65. Geburtstag (Hallesche Beiträge zur Orientwissenschaft 15; Halle: Institut für 
Orientalistik, 1994), 75—83; Riley, "The Influence of Thomas Christianity on Luke 12:14 and 5:39, 
229-234; Baarda, "The Gospel of Thomas and the Old Testament, 17-26. 

See the very helpful tabulation of the various Synoptic parallels in Plisch, 124. On the 2 Clement 
and Manichaean Psalm-Book parallels, see notes below on 47.2. 


3 Valantasis, 123, helpfully comments: "The sayings about the number two evoke strict bifurca- 
tion of the two worlds’. 
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alternative as an unworkable contradiction. This has already been noted in the 
impossibilia in GTh 31—35 (cf. 36), and more recently in 45.1. The point here is 
presumably that the revelation of Jesus as preserved in the Thomas movement 
requires absolute loyalty.* 

This much is agreed upon, but there has been debate about the significance 
of the shift in 47.3 to an ‘old’ vs ‘new’ contrast. (1) Valantasis and Pokorny 
see Thomas drawing attention to the benefits of the new as incompatible 
with the benighted old condition (with Valantasis emphasising dispensations 
and Pokorny the individual life before and after).5 (2) Riley and—apparently 
inconsistently, or seeing a tension within Thomas—Valantasis again argue that 
Thomas values the old over the new, giving priority to the image of the old 
міпе, (3) DeConick, however, does not assign priority to one over the other, 
merely remarking that exclusive commitment to Jesus remains the theme.? 
DeConick is probably correct here that there is no particular development 
in view between 46.1-2 and 3-5, and that the overall theme is the same. It 
is particularly apparent that 47.5 is not drawing any attention to the merits 
or demerits of old and new, and while it is the damage to the old that is 
noted in 47.4, there is no clear external-world referent to the wine and the 
skins. The point therefore remains one of the incompatibility of opposites, and 
of the need for exclusive commitment, rather than anything to do with old 
vs new dispensations, old vs new religious lifestyles, traditional piety vs new 
revelation.8 


4 Grosso, 180, comments that the living Jesus demands exclusive dedication to his message. 

5 Pokorny, 92; Valantasis, in common with his interpretation of GTh 46, sees the primary 
contrast between 'the person of the old dispensation and the person of the new' (123), 
although the contrast is also personal: ‘The new subjectivity must be clearly delineated from 
the old ...' (124). Similarly, Hedrick, 96, for whom the gospel is new wine which opens the 
mind of those intoxicated by old religion. 

6 For Riley, GTh 47 ‘values the old over the new throughout’ (‘The Influence of Thomas Chris- 
tianity’, 234); cf. Valantasis, 124: ‘The aged wine presumably refers to the richness of the spir- 
itual life presented to those who interpret these sayings, while the young wine refers to the 
lesser things of the world. 

7 DeConick, 173-177. 

8 Aswasapparently the case for Marcion (according to Tertullian, Marc. 3.15). 
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Notes 


474 It is impossible for a person to mount two horses or to stretch two 
bows. The reference to a man riding two horses may allude to the Roman 
desultor—a circus actor who jumped from one horse to another? The epithet 
of desultor was applied to Quintus Dellius, in view of his frequent changing of 
sides during the civil wars.!? If the author of Thomas was aware of either a literal 
or metaphorical desultor (or even if he was not), then his reference here draws 
attention either to the (a) inconstancy or (b) the freakish nature ofthe rider; on 
the other hand, (c) Thomas may be assuming that it was impossible. Drawing 
two bows involves even greater physical difficulty. 

47.2 And it is impossible for a servant to serve two masters; otherwise, 
he will honour the one and insult the other. In the Synoptics (Matt. 6.24; 
Lk. 16.13), the other ‘master’ is Mammon." According to Grant & Freedman, 
‘something like Judaism is substituted for Mammon? It is difficult, however, 
to see any particular rival in view in Thomas here. 

47.3 No-one drinks old wine and immediately desires to drink new wine. 
Cf. Lk. 5.39. The presumption here is that the old wine is better, though there is 
no really negative comment about the new.!? 

47.4 Nor is new wine put into old wineskins, lest they tear. Nor is old wine 
put into a new wineskin, lest it ruin it. The idea is presumably that the old 
wineskins are worn and fragile (cf. Josh. 9.4) and the new wine, still fermenting 
and producing gases, would burst such skins.!^ The end of the second sentence 
(est it ruin it’) is ambiguous: it could refer (1) to the old wine ruining the new 
wineskin, or (2) the new wineskin spoiling the old wine.!5 The first sentence 
is drawn from the canonical Gospels (Mk 2.22 and parallels), and the second 
appears simply to be a reflex of the first, rather than reflecting any viticultural 
knowledge. 


9 See e.g. Suetonius, Julius 39. 

10 E. Badian, 'Dellius, OCD? 442. 

11  Soalso in 2 Clem. 6.1. See Pratscher, Der zweite Clemensbrief, 108-109. 

12 Grant, ‘Notes on the Gospel of Thomas’, 177. 

13 On the positive value of old wine, see e.g. Sir. 9.10; P. Oxy. XXXI 2596 line 8 (3rd cent. CE). 

14 J.F. Ross, ‘Wine (2с), ІОВ! (1962), 849-852 (850). 

15 For bibliography on wineskins see Hedrick, 97. Other viticultural observations can be 
found in Plisch, 125. I am also grateful to my colleague the Ven. John Beer, Archdeacon of 
Cambridge, and Wine Steward of Fitzwilliam College, Cambridge, for his advice on these 
matters. 
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47.5 An old patch is not stitched onto a new garment, since there would be 
atear. Here the image is quite different from the Synoptic parallels, which talk 
ofanew patch ofunshrunk cloth being placed on an old garment (Mk 2.21; Matt. 
936; Lk. 5.36). Here in Thomas the idea is in part the incongruity of stitching an 
old patch onto a new garment which presumably does not need it, and which 
could only be damaged by the addition of old material. 


Logion 48! 


nexe TE K€ epaya. cia р ерини мн HOYEPHY eH пене OYMT cenacxooc ANTAY 
AE паазне EBOA AY quatiaxonue 


Jesus said, ‘If two make peace with one another in this one house, they will 
say to the mountain, “Move away’, and it will move." 


Interpretation 


In contrast to the Synoptic parallels to this saying (Matt. 18.19; Mk 11.23/ Matt. 
21.21; cf. also 1Cor. 13.2), the focus is not on prayer (condemned in GTh 14) but 
on soteriology. The apodosis signifies the salvation that is, on strictly human 
terms, impossible.? More precisely, the focus is on what will lead to a position 
of ascendancy over the cosmos: a similarly poetic image of salvation is that of 
the stones serving the elect in 19.2 (cf. СТЬ 2; 13; 106: see comment above on 
GTh 2.4). 

The principal debate has concerned the meaning of the ‘house’ in the prota- 
sis, which as the condition of salvation becomes important.? For Valantasis, the 
reference is to a literal household.* This is unlikely, in view of the reference to 
‘this one house’. For Grosso, it is the Thomas community, indicating that despite 
e.g. GTh 16 and 55, interpersonal relations (even social responsibility and recip- 
rocal solidarity) are of significance to Thomas, but although passages such as 
GTh 25 and 69.2 stress solidarity, GTh 48 is not so clear on the point. Pokorny 
does speak of the overcoming of differences, but with a stress on actualising 
the original unity of human beings.9 This last is more likely in view of the wider 
emphases of Thomas, and especially as much of the language of this saying is 
repeated in GTh 106: 


1 Bibliography for GTh 48: Crossan, In Fragments, 295- 302; C.W. Hedrick, ‘On Moving Moun- 
tains: Mark u:22b-23/Matt 21:21 and Parallels’, Forum 6 (1990), 219-237. 

Hedrick, 99; Grosso, 181, 182. 

Schröter, Erinnerung an Jesu Worte, 433. 

Valantasis, 124-125. 

Grosso, 182. 


an fw bd 


Pokorny, 93. 
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Jesus said, ‘When you make the two one, you will become sons of man. 
And when you say, “Mountain, move away!" it will move. 


The sense there is of the recovery of primordial unity: the theme of ‘making 
the two one' establishes GTh 106 and (by extension) GTh 48 as belonging with 
GTh 22 and other sayings about reconstituted oneness. Hence the reference 
is probably to the individual person (‘this one house’) re-connecting what 
was divided at the fall (GTh 11.4). The unity advocated here in Thomas draws 
upon a conception of a fall and restoration conceived in terms of fracture and 
reconstitution. The unity required in salvation is not merely separation from 
God and reconciliation with God, but the unity and reconciliation of elements 
ofthe human person (see Introduction, § 10.2). 


Notes 


If two make peace with one another in this one house. The catchwords ‘two’ 
and'one' (cnay; oya/ oyarr) forge a link with GTh 47. The idea that the reference 
to ‘making peace’ goes back to a Western Aramaic or Syriac Vorlage is unjusti- 
fied.” There is a striking parallel in the Latin version of the Didascalia: quoniam 
scriptum est in evangelio: Duo si convenerunt in unum et dixerint monti huic: Tolle 
et mitte te in mari, fiet (Didasc. 15).8 (The Syriac version parallels Matthew much 
more closely.) For some this has reinforced the theory ofa Syrian provenance.? 

They will say to the mountain, "Move away" and it will move. The apodosis 
is a fusion of Mk 11.23/ Matt. 21.21, appended to the protasis which is closer to 
Matt. 18.19. 


7 Gathercole, Composition, 74. 

8 For the Latin text, see В.Н. Connolly, Didascalia Apostolorum: The Syriac Version Trans й 
and Accompanied by the Verona Latin Fragments (Oxford: Clarendon, 1929), 135 (cf. the Syriac 
in translation on 134); also cf. M.D. Gibson, tr. The Didascalia Apostolorum in English (London: 
Clay, 1903), 73; H. Achelis & J. Flemming, Die syrische Didaskalia (TU 25.2; NF 10.2; Leipzig: 
Hinrichs, 1904), 345. 

g Plisch, 127. 


lated 
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49.1 пєхє1С KE PENHAKAPIOC NE HHOHAXOC AYW ETCOTH XE TETNALE ATUNTE- 
PO 49.2 XE тат eHEBOA liguTC AAM ETETNABWK CHAY 


494 Jesus said, ‘Blessed are the solitary and elect, for you will find the 
kingdom. 49.2 For you are from it, and you will return there again.’ 


Interpretation 


This saying is an important statement of one of the central tenets of the Gospel 
of Thomas. It defines the identity of the blessed (49.1a), the content of the 
promised blessing (49.1b) and the theological grounds for the promise of the 
blessing (49.2)? The promised blessing consists of a guaranteed entry into 
the kingdom. This entry is expressed with future tenses in both 49.1 and 49.2, 
but the reference is not to an eschatological future: it is actually a return to a 
primordial, protological kingdom in paradise. GTh 18-19 are especially closely 
related to GTh 49 on this point. This paradise was after all the place of origin of 
the souls of the elect, a theme which is developed further in the closely related 
GTh so. This logion raises the question of whether pre-existence is a property 
only of the elect, or whether it is more universal —GTh 24 and то suggest the 
former (see comments ad locc.). 


Notes 


494 Blessed are. This saying is the fourth beatitude of eleven in Thomas (see 
comment on Thomas's beatitudes on GTh 7.1). 

494 The solitary and elect. On 'the solitary; see Appended Note following 
GTh 16 above. There has been debate over whether the categories 'solitary 


1 Bibliography for GTh 49: Klijn, ‘The "Single One" in the Gospel of Thomas’, 271-278; Trevijano 
Etcheverría, ‘La reconversión de la escatología en protología' 133-162; Patterson, Jesus Meets 
Plato’, 196—204; Gagné, ‘Jésus, la lumiére et le Pére Vivant’, 215-220. 

2 Slightly differently, Valantasis, 125, labels the three parts (1) general beatitude, (2) application 
to audience with explanation, and (3) characterisation. 
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and elect’ are (1) co-terminous;? (2) two different groups,* or (3) two different 
but overlapping groups, the membership of both of which is required,5 with 
the further possibility that (4) the ‘solitary’ are here a subset of the elect.9 
All except (1) are groundless.? There is no evidence for a differentiation: the 
'saved' can be identified either as the solitary (GTh 75) or elect (GTh 23; 50). 
The pairing appears (in the reverse order) also in the Dialogue of the Saviour 
(120,6). Position (1) is taken by the great majority of commentators. 

494 For you will find the kingdom. Cf. GTh 27; 97?; 107; 109 (cf. also Matt. 
13.44). On the kingdom, see Introduction, § 10.1 above. 

49.2 For you are from it, and you will return there again. The pre-existence 
of the kingdom has limited precedent in the canonical Gospels: in Mk 10.40/ 
Matt. 20.23 and Matt. 25.34, the kingdom and its places are said to have been 
‘prepared’, but this does not entail a real pre-existence. The idea of returning to 
the kingdom is also dependent on a particular psychology, according to which 
the soul (or spirit or image) is pre-existent, as is clearer in GTh 84, with its 
reference to ‘your images which came into being before you—which neither 
die nor are revealed’. 


3 Plisch, 129. 

4 lam not sure than anyone has taken position (2). The attribution of this view (Popkes, 
Menschenbild, 158) to Lambdin in his translation (‘Blessed are the solitary and elect’) seems 
mistaken. 

5 Valantasis, 126 (‘in theory at least’). 

6 Popkes, Menschenbild, 158. 

7 Rightly, Gagné, Jésus, la lumiére et le Pére Vivant’, 217. 
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50.1 nexe 1С хє EYGVANX.OOC niri хє NTATETNAGMME €BOX TAN XOOC NAY 
XE TANEL EBOA PH MOYOEIM MMA ENTA MOYOEIN WANE HAY EBOA ггтоотҷ` 
oyaary aqwe[e єрәгч] arw oou є[в]ох en гоүгїказн 50.2 eyyaxooc 
HHT X6 NT@TH Me хоос XE ANON NEGG)UPE AYM ANON ACOTA reo T ETON 
50.3 eya@anxne THYTH XE OY NE riae Hnuerüetayr ered тнүтн хоос 
єрооү XE оүкім пє нп OYANAMAYCIC 


50.1 Jesus said, ‘If they say to you, "From where have you соте?” say to them, 
“We have come from the light, where the light came into being all of its own 
accord and st[ood] and appeared in their images." 50.2 If they say to you, 
“Is it you?” say, "We are its children and we are the elect ofthe living Father." 
50.3 If they ask you, "What is the sign of your Father in уои?” say to them, “It 
is motion and rest."' 


Interpretation 


The main debate on this saying (which follows on closely from GTh 49) has 
been about the setting in which the dialogue was intended to have taken place? 
(1) Turner and Pokorny take СТЬ 50 to be ‘a piece of gnostic missionary briefing, 
or ‘catechetical instruction for a missionary dialogue’;? hence, the dialogue is 
between the evangelised and the itinerant evangelist. (2) Valantasis sees amore 
hostile interaction between in-group and out-group, but one which functions 


1 Bibliography for GTh 50: P. Bellett, ‘El logion 50 del Evangelio de ‘Tomas’, Studia Papyrologica 
8 (1969), 119-124; Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 103-111; Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘La reconversión de 
la escatología en protologia’, 133-162; DeConick, Seek to See Him, 43-96; Popkes, “Ich bin 
das Licht”’, 641-674; Popkes, Menschenbild, 218-227; Patterson, Jesus Meets Plato’, 196-204; 
C. Tornau, 'Die neuplatonische Kritik an den Gnostikern und das theologische Profil des 
Thomasevangeliums. Anhang: Zur Übersetzung von EvThom 50,1, NHC IL2, p. 42,1, in Frey, 
Popkes & Schröter, eds. Das Thomasevangelium, 326-359 (358—359); S.J. Gathercole, ‘Quis 
et Unde? Heavenly Obstacles in Gos. Thom. 50 and Related Literature’, in M. Bockmuehl & 
G.G. Stroumsa, eds. Paradise in Antiquity: Jewish and Christian Views (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2010), 82-99; Gagné, ‘Jésus, la lumière et le Pére Vivant’, 215-220. 

Hedrick, 101, says that we do not know if the setting is earthly or mythical. Grosso, 184, also 
emphasises the ambiguity. 

3 Montefiore & Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists, 86; Pokorny, 94. 
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more as the Thomas movement's ‘celebration of their own identity’ rather than 
as exemplifying real conflict ‘out there"? (1) and (2) do not take into account the 
numerous parallels in dialogues with archontic powers, however. (3) DeConick 
takes this to bea dialogue between the soul and hostile powers, but emphasises 
strongly that this should be understood as preparation for mystical experience 
in the present, rather than post mortem.5 An important component in her argu- 
ment is that GTh 59 requires a setting before death. Although the knowledge 
must be acquired before death, however, it does not necessarily follow that the 
employment of that knowledge must also be before death. (4) This is Jesus' 
preparation of the disciples for their post mortem heavenly ascent. This is prob- 
ably the setting in many of the principal parallels elsewhere, e.g. in the Gospel of 
Mary, Epiphanius' Gospel of Philip, the apolutrosis ritual described by Irenaeus 
and Epiphanius as well as in the First Apocalypse of James, Pistis Sophia, 2 Jeu 
and the Ophite diagramme as reported by Origen.5 This is thus the preparation 
which ensures that the reader *will not taste death' (GTh 1). 

In accordance with a number of instances of this motif, the questioning the 
elect will receive is threefold: who are they (50.2)? where are they from (50.1)? 
and, do they have the appropriate “pass” (50.3)? The answers to the first two 
questions are standard, in that many similar accounts state that the elect are 
entitled to ascend because of their identity as the true sons of the light and 
because they originated in the place to which they now intend to return.” The 
third, the sign which the ascending soul is to display, is distinctive in character. 


Notes 


50.1 If they say to you, “From where have you come?” This question in the 
context of a heavenly ascent is found in several places: the First Apocalypse 
of James (33,15-16: ATK оүєвох crow) and the Gospel of Mary (16,4: eeu XIN 
тан) are noteworthy parallels because they connect ‘whence’ and ‘whither’ 
very closely; cf. GTh 50 in connection with the related previous saying (GTh 
49). The same is true in the Apocalypse of Paul (єктом ne), in which the two 
questions appear in sequence (Apoc. Paul 23,2 and 23,11). 

50.1 Say to them, “We have come from the light.” The kingdom from which 
the elect come іп СТЬ 49 is identified here as ‘the light, the pre-existent 


4 Valantasis, 127-129; the interpretation in Nordsieck, 204, isa combination of (1) and (2). 
5 DeConick, Seek to See Him, 43—99; eadem, Voices of the Mystics, 93- 

6 Onall these, see Gathercole, ‘Quis et Unde?’ 

7 Popkes labels this the ‘egressus-regressus’ scheme (‘Ich bin das Licht’, 669). 
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paradisal reality. Compare a similar element in Origen's account of the Ophite 
diagramme (C. Cels. 6.31): ‘From you I am sent pure, already part of the light of 
the Son and the Father’ (qoxcóc dy pépoç vioù xai natpóç). There are three aspects 
of the light here. 

50.1 Where the light came into being all of its own accord. The first aspect 
is its self-generation. This is a theme paralleled in those versions of the Gnostic 
myth in which ‘Autogenes’ (whose name means ‘self-generated’) is associated 
with light (he is ‘god of light’ in Gos. Jud. 47,20-21; cf. Ap. John II 745-325). 

50.1 And stood. Secondly, it ‘stood’ (if the restoration of the Coptic is correct). 
This rather awkward translation nevertheless communicates the continuity 
between the light and the ‘standing’ elect disciples (GTh 16; 23): this implies 
indestructibility and immoveable rest (see comment above on GTh 16.4). 

50.1 And appeared in their images. Thirdly, its appearance ‘in their images’ 
is a notorious crux, since the antecedent of ‘their’ is far from clear. (It can hardly 
be the questioners, who are the only third-person plural element so far.) Tornau 
has proposed quite plausibly a Greek Vorlage which read èv тў ёоотду elxóvt, 
with éxutàv meaning ‘(our) own’ rather than being specifically third-person.? 
This still does not lead neatly to a clear interpretation, however: it is not obvious 
what it means for the light to appear in the images of the elect.'° There is clearly 
a relationship between GTh 50.1 and 83-84, but that is complicated by the fact 
that (i) the light in 83 is concealed and is not clearly said to appear, and (ii) the 
images are in 84 said not to appear but will nevertheless be seen. 

The most likely sense is perhaps that the elect qua pre-existent beings 
were in possession of, indeed were identified with, their images which were 
infused with or which simply existed as light. In the text's present, these true 
luminescent images are now hidden within or behind the temporary images 
of external physical bodies (83.1). However, in the future, the condition of the 
images will again be the same as they were originally: this will happen ‘when 

you see your images which came into being before you— which neither die nor 
are (in the present) revealed’. Then, the light will appear in the true images of 
the elect as it did primordially in 50.1." 


Here 'Autogenes' may be identified with the Christ who is the light; the identification is 
clearer in the other texts of Ap. John. See Waldstein & Wisse, Apocryphon of John, 46-47. 
9 Tornau, ‘Die neuplatonische Kritik’, 359. 

10 Additionally, Popkes notes that ‘their images’ could either be the images produced by 
them (genitive of origin/ authorship) or the images in which they can be seen. Popkes, 
Menschenbild, 226. It is far from clear which is the case. 


11 The only thing said іп СТЬ 83-84 to remain eternally concealed is the Father's image. 
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50.2 If they say to you, "Is it you?" This corresponds to the frequent "Who?" 
question in the heavenly ascent: it is explicit in the version of the apolutrosis 
ritual in the First Apocalypse of James (33,15: &r& nm). Indeed, the Berlin editors 
suggest the possibility of emending the text to NT@TA (tH). It is likely that 
something has gone wrong here, either in translation or copying, but the 
function of the question is clear enough. 

50.2 Say, “We are its children and we are the elect of the living Father.” 
Again this is a feature of the apolutrosis ritual: in reply to the questions of origin 
and identity, the soul in in the First Apocalypse of James (3316-18) replies ‘I am 
ason, and I am from the Father. 

50.3 If they ask you, “What is the sign of your Father in you?” Signs are also 
partand parcel of heavenly ascents, functioning as “passports” (or sometimes as 
devices to enable the soul's concealment). In the Apocalypse of Paul, the Spirit 
instructs the apostle to give a sign (curnon) to the Old Man to secure passage 
upwards, as similarly 7 Jeu envisages the ascending soul as possessing for each 
aeon a seal and a pebble with an inscribed cipher (сфрагіс, tudoc; e.g. т/еи 33). 
For Clement on the other hand, the true Christian must show the symbol, or 
stamp (cop oXov, ҳарохтур) of righteousness to the angels (Strom. 48.116.2). 

50.3 Say to them, "It is motion and rest." As far as 1 am aware, there is no 
parallel in heavenly ascents to this particular answer. Scholars who propose 
characteristics of the disciples as corresponding to ‘motion and rest’ do not 
do justice to the fact that this is ‘the sign of the Father in уош'15 These are 
not necessarily pure opposites, but can be compresent. In Plato's Parmenides, 
for example, the One is both in motion and at rest (xal xwetoBon хой &cxátvatt, 
Parm. 145E; cf. 162B-163B). In Aristotle's kinematics, ‘the eternal presence of 
motion in the universe, Aristotle argues, needs to rely on an eternal cause 
that guarantees its persistence.!6 This cause is itself an unmoved mover." In 
Plotinus, intellect moves and is at rest at the same time, and therefore so i; 
the all (6 52 voOc ойто xıveîtar- Ёстурсє yàp xod xiwetcat ... oce оўу xal тё x&v TH 


12 See eg. Plisch, 131 n. 5. 

13 Bellet, ‘El logion 50, 120—123 suggests the meaning ‘You are something! This makes little 
sense, however, even if it works as a translation of the Coptic. 

14 Cf. Epiphanius's Gospel of Philip, where the soul claims, ‘I am one of those from above’. 

15 Valantasis, 135, for example suggests that the ‘motion’ is the labour of discipleship which 
results in ‘rest’ (cf. the sequence іп СТЬ 58); also Grosso, 194. 

16 I Bodnár & P. Pellegrin, 'Aristotle's Physics and Cosmology; in M.L. Gill & P. Pellegrin, eds. 
A Companion to Ancient Philosophy (Oxford: Blackwell, 2006), 270-291 (282). 

17 Thusalso Grant & Freedman, 161, and Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins, 133 and n. 38 on 
Thomas, both citing Ref. 5.7.25 as attesting the Naassene view of the ‘unmoved mover. 
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xix xtvetcou ua xal ёстухеу, Enn. 2.2.3). Applied to GTh 50, the sign might be 
the divine causation of movement from the resting divinity, or perhaps more 
likely a paradoxical simultaneity of motion and rest: the latter makes (i) a closer 
parallelism between motion and rest, (ii) perhaps does better justice to the 
reference to ‘movement’ оп its own (without any explicit object), and (iii) кїм 
('movement', ‘motion’) is perhaps also more likely to refer to an intransitive 
‘moving.’ This is more likely on theological grounds, as (iv) the Father does not 
appear as an agent acting on other bodies in Thomas. (As an aside, it can also be 
noted that as a sign of the Father, кїм can hardly have a negative sense here.) 
This would be a further sign that in the disciple worldly opposites are resolved 
into a divine unity. Lelyveld's view that this sign is in deliberate contrast to 
circumcision is overly speculative.?? The reference to rest here leads directly 
into GTh 51, which thematises rest. 


18 See Crum, 109a; in Thomas, cf. GTh 19.3 (though conversely 78.1). 

19 As it does in e.g. 2 Thess. 2.2; Heb. 12.26—27. 

20 Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 109; also A. Gagné, ‘Structure and Meaning in Gos. Thom. 49-53. 
An Erotapokritic Teaching on Identity and Eschatology’, in J. Schroter, ed. The Apocryphat 
Gospels within the Context of Early Christian Theology (Leuven/ Paris/ Walpole: Peeters, 
2013), 23-31 (28-29): Gagné's argument in part is connected with his chiastic outline of 
GTh 49-54, in which GTh 50 is paired with GTh 53: on this, however, see comment on 
GTh 51 below. 


Logion 51! 


біл Mexay HAQ йез HeqHAOHTHC XE Ad) Heooy ETANANAYCIC RNeTHOOYT 
HAQDIE хү Ad) H?OOY єпкосмос ввррє NHY 51.2 MEXAG NAY XE TH E- 
T€THGXOXQ)T^ EBOA PHTE ACEL AAAA Атта TETHCOOYN AN HHOC 


51.1 His disciples said to him, ‘When will the rest for the dead come, and when 
is the new world coming?’ 51.2 He said to them, ‘That (rest) which you are 
looking for has come, but you do not know it.’ 


Textual Comment 


The conjecture -ranacracic (‘the resurrection’) for -Tananayeic, is unneces- 
sary.2 Pokorny comments that ‘resurrection (Gr. Anastasis) in part 1 is almost 
illegible’: this is puzzling, as the word is not almost illegible; it is not there. 


Interpretation 


This dialogue is the first in a sequence (СТЬ 51-53) of reformulations of Jewish- 
Christian or traditional Christian views.* Each saying shares the pattern of (1) 
a mistaken question by the disciples, which (2) assumes a position held widely 
by other Christians, but which (3) is corrected by Thomas's Jesus. 


1 Bibliography for GTh 51: Liebenberg, Language of the Kingdom, 486—494; Plisch, "Thomas in 
Babel’, 63-64. 

See e.g. Plisch, 131. 

3 Pokorny, 96. 

4 A. Gagné, ‘Structure and Meaning in Gos. Thom. 49-53. An Erotapokritic Teaching on Iden- 
tity and Eschatology’, in J. Schréter, ed. The Apocryphal Gospels within the Context of Early 
Christian Theology (Leuven/ Paris/ Walpole: Peeters, 2013), 23-31, is right to emphasise the 
importance of the question-and-answer format of GTh 51-53, although I consider the unity 
of GTh 51-53 as a block to be a problem for his chiastic outline of GTh 49-54 (‘Structure and 
Meaning in Gos. Thom. 49-53, 25). 
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Rejected Affirmed 


GTh5ı future rest for dead, new world present rest 
GThs2 authority of prophets living Jesus 
СТЬ 53 physical circumcision spiritual circumcision 


In СТЬ 51, then, what is affirmed is left unstated, but can be inferred from the 
close parallel in GTh 113: 


His disciples said to him, ‘When will the kingdom come?’ (Jesus said,) ‘It 
will not come by looking for it. It will not be said, “Look! Here it is! or 
“Look! There it is!” Rather, the kingdom of the Father is spread out upon 
the earth, and people do not see it. 


Here, as in GTh 51, one finds (1) a similar wrong-headed question, (2) the truth 
of the matter, and (3) the lament over ignorance of the truth. The 'truth of 
the matter’ here, then is the present kingdom which is accessible, but not 
recognised by people. What is rejected by Jesus is a ‘rest’ expected in the future, 
or a resurrection for the dead, and a repristination of the present world.5 
With regard to the former (which is picked up by Jesus: see Notes below), 
this saying is thus a part of early Christian controversy over resurrection. This 
took various forms: some was over the physicality of the resurrection, as already 
in 1 Corinthians 15,7 in Ignatius's letter to the Smyrnaeans, and in 2 Clement 9a. 
This is not the focus in Thomas, which here relates more to the debate over 
the now/ not yet of the resurrection, as in 2 Timothy 2.18 (with the heretics 
A£yovec Thy бубстасту ду yeyovévat), the Treatise on the Resurrection, where the 
elect already have resurrection (49,9-37),9 and the Gospel of Philip, according 
to which resurrection must precede death (56,15-19; 73,1-5). These cannot all 
be reduced to a simple "(over-)realised eschatology", however, and the same is 
true of GTh 51. Although the disciples’ hope is said to have come, this should 


Gathercole, "The Heavens and the Earth will be Rolled up’, 292. 
For a very rough sketch of some of the debate, see M. Vinzent, Christ’s Resurrection in Early 
Christianity and the Making of the New Testament (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2011). 


7 For the (widely misunderstood) nature of the controversy here see above all D. Endsjo, 


aun 


‘Immortal Bodies, Before Christ: Bodily Continuity in Ancient Greece and 1 Corinthians, JSNT 
30 (2008), 417—436. 
8 Treat. Res. may not be entirely consistent on this point, however. 
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be understood in the light of the sayings elsewhere in Thomas which talk of 
the eternity of the primordial kingdom. (What has come is the revelation of 
this by Jesus.) The point is clearer in the close parallel to this dialogue in GTh 
u3, noted above. As in this later saying, the point in СТЬ 51 is not that an event 
has taken place by which the eschaton has come, but rather that the kingdom is 
immanent. This is what crucially must be 'known' (51.2), though this knowledge 
and the ‘rest’ that comes with it need not be interpreted along ‘Gnostic’ lines in 
the technical sense.’ 


Notes 


511 His disciples said to him, "When will the rest forthe dead come, and when 
is the new world coming?' Eschatological inquiries are made by the disciples 
in places such as Mk 13.4 and parallels, and Acts 1.6. For the phrase ‘rest for the 
dead’, cf. Sir. 38.23: &v бутак! vexpod. The reference to ‘rest’ here probably 
picks up the end of GTh 50, making a catchword link between the two sayings; 
‘dead’ may link to the reference to ‘dead’ prophets in GTh 52.2. ‘New world’ 
is an uncommon phrase, though it resembles Paul's new creation’ (2 Cor. 5.17; 
Gal. 615) and the ‘olam ha-ba of Rabbinic literature (cf. already Mk 10.30 and 
parallels; Eph. 1.21). 

51.2 He said to them, "That (rest) which you are looking for has come, but 
you do not know it. Grammatically Jesus’ reference is not to the (masculine) 
new world of 51.1, but to the (feminine) rest. The four feminine markers in Jesus' 
reply (TH єтєтнєазаут* EBOA gré acet aAa йтотӣ тєтӣсооүм an Biuoc) make 
this clear. ‘Know’ here could more accurately be translated ‘recognise’ in this 
saying, but'know' appears here to make clear the connection with other sayings 
about knowledge. 


9 Pace Vielhauer, 'ANAITAYXIX: Zum gnostischen Hintergrund des Thomasevangelium; 281- 
299, for whom 'rest' is understood as Gnostic (albeit Gnostic in a generalised sense). 


Logion 52' 


521 NEXAY Nay Nol NequaouTuc Xe XOYTAYTE ANPOPHTHC aya) xe eH 
TUCPAHX ayw ay@axe тироү epal fpHTK 52.2 NE XAG NAY XE ATETNKA 
Hirierong ANETHATO EBO AY ATETNMAXE PA NETHOOYT 


52.1 His disciples said to him, ‘Twenty-four prophets spoke in Israel. And did 
all of them speak about you?’ 52.2 He said to them, ‘You have neglected the 
living one in front of you, and spoken of the dead.’ 


Interpretation 


The principal theme in this, the second of three related dialogues (GTh 51-53), 
is the negative valuation of the prophets, i.e. of OT scripture n toto, by compar- 
ison with the authority of Jesus. Various attempts have been made to reduce 
the distance from a traditionally Jewish or Jewish-Christian understanding of 
Scripture. (1) The most radical of these is that of Quispel, who (although with- 
out reference to GTh 52) maintains, ‘dass der Autor des Thomasevangeliums 
und die Verfasser seiner Quellen das Alte Testament benutzt und als Heilige 
Schrift anerkannt haben ...’? (2) Pokorny has argued as follows: ‘The saying does 
not mean the rejection of the Jewish Bible, as was later the case with Marcion. 
It rejects only the so-called history of salvation (in German Heilgeschichte) ...3 
(3) Nordsieck also tries to salvage a more traditional understanding, by saying 
that the point is to focus on Jesus in the present and not dwell on the past. 


1 Bibliography for GTh 52: Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 77-81; P. Nagel, '"Vierundzwanzig Prophe- 
ten sprachen in Israel" (ЕуТҺот 52)— Prophetenbild und Prophetenerwartung im Juden- 
christentum und im Thomasevangelium von Nag Hammadi’, in D. Quintern & B. Dottke, eds. 
Auch ein Licht durchbricht die Finsternis: Gelehrsamkeit, Wissenschaftsopposition, Universal- 
ismus (FS Karam Khella) (Hamburg: Theorie und Praxis Verlag, 1999), 47-62; Baarda, ‘The 
Gospel of Thomas and the Old Testament, 1-28; M. Moreland he ‘Twenty-Four Prophets 
of Israel are Dead: Gospel of Thomas 52 as a Critique of Early Christian Hermeneutics’, in J.Ma. 
Asgeirsson, A.D. DeConick & R. Uro, eds. Thomasine Traditions in Antiquity: The Social and 
Cultural World of the Gospel of Thomas (NHMS 59; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 75-91. 

Quispel, ‘Das Thomasevangelium und das alte Testament’, 243. 

Pokorny, 97. 


4 Nordsieck, 210, elsewhere remarking that he sees the core of GTh 52 as perhaps authentic 
(233). 
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(4) DeConick has argued that the closest parallel to the position attributed to 
Jesus comes in the Pseudo-Clementines, according to which the Law must be 
seen to receive its authority from Christ, rather than the other way around (Rec. 
159).5 

There are some specific problems with each of these. (1) There is no posi- 
tive evidence elsewhere in Thomas for Quispel's theory of a conscious use of 
or reverence for the Hebrew Bible. (2) Pokorny has replaced what Jesus actu- 
ally talks about (viz. the prophets), with a modern scholarly construct (‘Heils- 
geschichte").6 (3) Nordsieck's view fails because the disciples’ question does not 
express an unusually nostalgic viewpoint, and (4) DeConick's view relates to 
the theme of the disciples' question (though not necessarily the view they are 
presupposing), but it is not the theme of Jesus’ answer. 

There are also problems which attend these views collectively. First, the tone 
of Jesus' reaction is really rather negative: it is surprising that for Thomas an 
apparently positive question which inquires about whether Jesus is the subject 
of OT prophecy is regarded as tantamount to ignoring him altogether. Sec- 
ondly, the characterisation of the prophets as 'dead' is not simply a statement 
of biological reality." The realms of the dead and the living stand in binary 
opposition in Thomas (cf. e.g. GTh 11; бо; see comment on ‘death’ on GTh 1 
above). Thirdly, the responses of Jesus in the adjacent dialogues in GTh 51 
and 53 are not qualifications of traditional assumptions but are instead quite 
unqualified rejections of Jewish(-Christian) themes. The verdict of Baarda and 
Popkes that this saying is 'a fundamental break with tradition' is undoubtedly 
correct.® 

As Moreland rightly notes, Thomas here is clearly interacting with a Chris- 
tian view, rather than making an anti-Jewish point: the view rejected by Jesus is 
attributed to the disciples, and the criticism is of those who link the Jesus move- 
ment to a Hebrew past.? The position implied in their question corresponds 


5 DeConick, 184-185. 

6 Iam grateful to Prof. Robert Yarbrough for informing me that the earliest attested use of the 
German term appears in J. von Hofmann, Weissagung und Erfüllung im Alten und im Neuen 
Testamente: Ein theologischer Versuch (Nórdlingen: C.H. Beck, 1841), 1.8. 

7 InHeb.114, Abel is said to speak prophetically though he is dead. 

8 Popkes, ‘Differing Approach’, 299; Baarda, ‘The Gospel of Thomas and the Old Testament, is 
correct that GTh 52 not only decisively contradicts Quispel's view but also discounts any other 
optimistic interpretations. 

9 Moreland, ‘Twenty-Four Prophets of Israel’, 87; cf. 91; similarly, Gianotto, "Quelques aspects 
de la polémique anti-juive, 169. Nagel's narrowing (‘Vierundzwanzig Propheten; 53) of the 
characterisation of the disciples to Jewish-Christian Nazoreans is too restrictive. 
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quite closely to that of the NT Gospels and Paul; cf. e.g. Lk. 24.25, 27; Ac. 348, 
24; 10.43 (‘To him all the prophets bear witness’); Rom. 1.12; 3.21. This is what 
is being opposed by Thomas's Jesus. 

Naturally, however, there were more than two views about Scripture on the 
table in the mid-second century. This raises the question of where Thomas 
belongs on the spectrum of first- and second-century attitudes.'© The Epistle 
of Ptolemy to Flora, though it addresses the Law rather than the biblical authors 
or prophets more widely, takes the view that the Law is a mix of the legislation 
of the just god, Moses and the elders: Moses’ own teaching may have been 
well-intentioned, but was actually contrary to the Law of the demiurge (Ep. 
Ptol. Fl. in Pan. 33.4). At the far end of the spectrum is the position in works such 
as the Apocryphon of John, which not only four times identifies Moses’ words 
as mistaken (Ap. John II 1348—23; 22,22-25; 23,3-4; 29,6-10) but identifies the 
OT God with the weak archon ‘Yaltabaoth-Saklas-Samael, the second and third 
names characterising him as foolish and blind (Ap. John П 1116-18). Similarly, 
the Second Treatise of the Great Seth identifies the prophets as counterfeit, and 
fit only to be mocked (62,27—-64,1). 

Although the more positive views advocated by scholars do not do justice to 
the tone of Jesus' response, there is not sufficient evidence that Thomas hasa 
clearly worked out view of the prophets as had the Second Treatise ofthe Great 
Seth. GTh 52 belongs near—though not at—the radical end of re-evaluations 
of Jewish Scripture in the second century." 


Notes 


524 His disciples said to him, ‘Twenty-four prophets spoke in Israel’ The 
count here does not derive from the twenty-three prophets in Vitae Prophe- 
tarum when supplemented with John the Baptist:!? this is unlikely given the 
ample parallels to the number 24 as the number of books in the Hebrew 
Bible.!3 A count of twenty-four is attested in 4Ezra 14.44—47 (94 books, 


10 See J. Carleton Paget, ‘Barnabas 9:4: A Peculiar Verse on Circumcision, VC 45 (1991), 
242-254 (243-245), on the variety. 

11 Carleton Paget, ‘A Peculiar Verse on Circumcision’, 247. 

12 Grant & Freeman, 162; Baarda, ‘The Gospel of Thomas and the Old Testament, 12. 

13 A different tradition counts 22 books. This is first attested in Josephus (Josephus, C. Ap. 
1.38: доо 52 uóva. mpd¢ xoig etxoot Во), and also finds its way into Christian writings 
(Origen, apud Eusebius, HE 6.25.1-2; Jerome, Preface to Samuel and Kings). The number 
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consisting of 24 for general consumption, and то for advanced геадег»),!# the 
third-century commentator Victorinus of Pettau (on the authority of the Epit- 
omes of Theodore),5 and (by a rather convoluted route) Numbers Rabbah 
28.21.16 Numbers Rabbah 14.4 and Qoheleth Rabbah 12.11, among other places, 
also relate the priestly courses, and the twenty-four nails of the Rabbinic inter- 
pretation of Eccl. 12.11, to the twenty-four books of the bible:!” 


As there are twenty-four books, so were there twenty-four watches, and 
as there were twenty-four watches, so the number of nails should be 
twenty-four.!5 

(Midr. Оой. 12.11) 


As the number of priestly and levitical divisions is twenty-four, so the 
number of books in the bible is twenty-four.!? 
(Midr. Num. 14.4) 


The enumeration probably results from this combination (following for conve- 
nience the most common Christian order today):2? 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 
20 


twenty-two (the number ofletters in the Hebrew alphabet) probably comes by combining 
Judges and Ruth, as well as Jeremiah and Lamentations. See R.T. Beckwith, The Old Testa- 
ment Canon ofthe New Testament Church (London: SPCK, 1985), 235-273; L.M. McDonald, 
The Biblical Canon: Its Origin, Transmission, and Authority (Peabody: Hendrickson 2007), 
150-169. 

In the Syriac and Ethiopic texts; the Latin is corrupt. See R.A. Coggins & М.А. Knibb, The 
First and Second Books of Esdras (Cambridge Bible Commentary; Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1979), 282. 

Victorinus, In Apoc. 4.5 (on Rev. 5.8): sunt autem libri veteris testamenti qui excipiuntur 
viginti quattuor, quos in epitomis Theodori invenimus. 

Explaining the ‘captain of fifty’ in Isa. 3.3, Numbers Rabbah reports: ‘There are twenty-four 
books in Scripture. Add to them eleven of the minor prophets, excluding Jonah which is a 
book by itself, the six orders [of the Mishnah] and the nine chapters of the Torath Kohanim 
[Sifra] and you obtain a total of fifty. 

For a helpful survey of the material, see Strack-Billerbeck, IV/1.419-423, and esp. 419- 
420. 

A. Cohen, tr. Midrash Rabbah: Ecclesiastes (London: Soncino, 1939), 314- 

JJ. Slotki, tr. Midrash Rabbah: Numbers. Volume II (London: Soncino, 1939), 580. 

For the counting scheme, see Coggins & Knibb, The First and Second Books of Esdras, 
282. 
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Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy 5 
Joshua, Judges, Ruth 3 
Samuel, Kings, Chronicles, Ezra-Nehemiah?! 4 
Esther, Job, Psalms, Proverbs, Song of Songs, Ecclesiastes 6 
Isaiah, Jeremiah, Lamentations, Ezekiel, Daniel 5 
The Minor Prophets?? 1 


As an enumeration of the prophets as people, Thomas's count is peculiar. It 
is unlikely that one intimately acquainted with Judaism would collapse the 
distinction between prophets and books, since it was a common-place that, 
for example, Moses wrote the Pentateuch, and Jeremiah wrote Lamentations 
as well as the prophecy that bears his name (2 Chr. 35.25). 

52.1 And did all of them speak about you? The Coptic (lit. ‘in you; as in 
Lambdin's translation) is a little obscure. Clarification is available in a parallel 
in Augustine, which has de adventu eius.** Hence the translation ‘about you.?* 
The same Augustine parallel, where the clause is a question, and the questions 
introducing GTh 51 and GTh 53, suggest that GTh 52.1 should also be a ques- 
tion.?5 


21 There is a clear consensus that Ezra and Nehemiah were regarded as a unity in antiquity. 
See e.g. H.G.M. Williamson, Ezra, Nehemiah (Waco: Word, 1985), xxi-xxiii. The principal 
evidence from antiquity is Melito of Sardis, apud Eusebius, HE 4.26.14; Origen, apud HE 
6.25.2; Jerome, Prologue to the Book of Kings: b. BB 15a; 

22 Ontheunity ofthe minor prophets (i.e. that they were usually included together ina single 
roll), see A.A. Macintosh, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Hosea (Edinburgh: T&T 
Clark, 1997), li-liii. The most important evidence is Sir. 49.10; Melito, apud Eusebius, HE 
4.26.14 (тфу Oc8exa £v povo(g2.c); b. BB 14b; b. Meg. 24a; Jerome, Prologue to the Twelve 
(Il. 6-7), where he comments that unum librum esse duodecim prophetarum; Num. Rabbah 
18.21. 


. Sanh. 93b. 


23 Contra adversarium Legis et Prophetarum 2.4.14: sed apostolis, inquit, dominus noster inter- 
rogantibus de Judaeorum prophetis quid sentiri deberet, qui de adventu eius aliquid cecinisse 
in praeteritum putabantur, commotus talia eos etiam nunc sentire, respondit: dimisistis 
vivum qui ante vos est, de mortuis fabulamini. 

24 Baarda, ‘Gospel of Thomas and the Old Testament, 10. For one alternative (‘in you’), 
see e.g. Ménard, 155, taking it in the sense of ‘dans le méme esprit’; for another (‘durch 
dich’), see Nordsieck, 210. Combining the two, Nagel, 'Vierundzwanzig Propheten, 54, 
interestingly suggests that 'in' refers to the fact that Jesus was present in the prophets, and 
that they spoke in, through, and out of him. This is а possibility, but is a rather paraphrastic 
interpretation of what would be an enigmatic usage. 

25 See Baarda, ‘The Gospel of Thomas and the Old Testament; 8; E. Bammel, "The Baptist in 
Early Christian Tradition, NTS 18 (1971-1972), 95-128 (115 n. 4). 
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52.2 You have neglected the living one in front of you. On the ‘living one; 
see GTh Prologue; 37; 59; 111 (cf. also GTh 91, which has ‘the one in front of you’). 
Bammel is clearly wrong to identify the living one as John the Baptist.?5 

52.2 And spoken ofthe dead. Here the prophets are characterised negatively 
(cf. GTh 88). Cf. Lk. 24.5 for a contrast between Jesus, the living one, and the 
dead (ti Gytette тду Cvxa petà тфу vexpàv;). On ‘death’ in Thomas see notes on 
GTh 1. 


26 — Bammel, ‘The Baptist in Early Christian Tradition; 115 n. 4. There is no problem with Jesus 
referring to himself as 'the living one' (cf. the self-reference to 'the Son' in GTh 44). 


Logion 53' 


52.1 MEXAY NAY H61 NEYHAOHTHC XE псввє POXPeXer H AHON 53.2 riexaq' nay 
XE NEGPMPEXEL NE поүєкт NAXMOOY EBOX ett тоүмхдаү €YCBBHY 53.3 300 
псввє Ane 2H TINS aqs ?HY THPY 


534 His disciples said to him, ‘Is circumcision an advantage or not?’ 53.2 He 
said to them, ‘Ifit were an advantage, fathers would beget (children) by their 
mothers already circumcised. 53-3 Rather, true circumcision in the Spirit is 
entirely profitable.’ 


Interpretation 


The main focus here is negative rather than positive: physical circumcision is 
being rejected. In its place is an undefined spiritual circumcision. The language 
is derived from Paul (Rom. 2.25—3.2), but the position adopted is more radical: 
circumcision is not regarded as in any sense an advantage (contra Rom. 34-2), 
and this rejection of circumcision is even attributed to Jesus himself. This 
third dialogue in the sequence (GTh 51-53) completes the series of debates 
about wider (Jewish-)Christian beliefs and practices. The argument against 
circumcision in part is an argument from consistency: it does not comport with 
natural law to suppose that circumcision is a good.? 

Thomas thus joins a wider argument about circumcision which we first see 
in Paul's letters. As almost all agree, СТЬ 53.2—-3 cannot go back to Jesus. Paul 
never makes such arguments about circumcision, and never rejects it alto- 
gether: indeed, the formulation here in Thomas draws on Paul's language of 
circumcision in the Spirit, and the value of circumcision (Rom. 2.25-3.2), dis- 
agreeing with Paul's appraisal of its value. It is in the mid-second century that 


1 Bibliography for GTh 53: Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 99-103; Sellew, 'Pious Practice and Social 
Formation; 47-56; Marjanen, ‘Thomas and Jewish Religious Practices, 178-180; Gathercole, 
"The Influence of Paul on the Gospel of Thomas; 72-94; J-W. Jipp & M. Thate, ‘Dating Thomas: 
Logion 53 as a Test Case for Dating the Gospel of Thomas within an Early Christian Trajectory’, 
Bulletin for Biblical Research 20 (2010), 221-240; Gathercole, Composition, 227-249. 

2 Gianotto's point ("Quelques aspects de la polémique anti-juive’, 168) that one of the benefits 
of relativising circumcision may be female inclusion is probably not relevant to Thomas. 

3 Nordsieck, 216, is a rare example of a scholar seeing this saying as in some form (now 
irrecoverable) going back to Jesus. 
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we see closer analogies to Thomas. The nearest is that attributed to О. Tineius 
Rufus, governor of Judaea in the early 130s CE and in the Bar Kochba revolt: 
‘If God is so pleased with circumcision, why does the child not come out of 
the womb circumcised?’ Similar also is Justin: ‘For if circumcision were nec- 
essary, as you think, God would not have made Adam uncircumcised.5 The 
early Christian objection to circumcision, that various patriarchs such as Adam, 
Abel, Enoch, Noah and Melchizedek were not circumcised, is quite common.® 
More negative still is the demonising of circumcision in Barnabas.’ Diognetus 
resorts to ridicule, stating that taking pride in the mutilation of the flesh as a 
sign of election is ‘worthy of mockery’ (xAevy¢ оу, Diogn. 4.4). There is a hint 
of this tone, perhaps, in Thomas's saying, though not as strongly. The charge is 
more one of inconsistency: on this charge, see notes above on GTh 43.3. 


Notes 


53.1 His disciples said to him, ‘Is circumcision an advantage or not?’ Here the 
disciples inquire into the historic practice, enjoined upon Abraham in Genesis 
17, of circumcision: that is, ‘the excision of the foreskin or prepuce on the end 
of the penis to uncover the glans or corona'? The language of circumcision as 
an ‘advantage’ reflects Rom. 3.1-2. 

53.2 He said to them, ‘If it were an advantage, fathers would beget (chil- 
dren) by their mothers already circumcised. Here, Thomas sides against Jew- 
ish tradition (and Paul) in rejecting physical circumcision outright.? Indeed, 
this pronouncement can stand pars pro toto as a rejection of Judaism as awhole, 
given that circumcision was for many outsiders the defining characteristic of 
Judaism.!? Perhaps in part as a result of the kind of argument in 53.2, a Jewish 


4 Tanhuma B 7 (18а). On Tineius Rufus, see W. Eck, ‘Q.T. Rufus; Brill's New Pauly XIV:717, and 
especially S. Applebaum, ‘Tineius Rufus and Julius Severus’ in idem, Judaea in Hellenistic 
and Roman Times: Historical and Archaeological Essays (Leiden: Brill, 1988), 117—123. 

5 Dial. 19.3: el yàp ўу &vayxala, og дохєїтє, оох àv ёхрёВостоу 6 beds Emdage tov Адар... . 

6 Justin, Dial. 92.2; Cyprian, Test. 1.8, and Tertullian, Adv. Jud. 2. See further Gianotto, ‘Quel- 
ques aspects de la polémique anti-juive’, 168. 

7 Barn. 9.4. See discussion in J. Carleton Paget, Jews, Christians and Jewish Christians in 
Antiquity (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010), 84. 
D.A. Bernat, ‘Circumcision’, EDEJ 471—474 (471). 
For parallels, see Jipp & Thate, ‘Dating Thomas’, 251-254- 

10 — See Schäfer, Judeophobia, 96-102. (Cf. the short-hand regttopm, for Judaism’/ Jews’ in e.g. 
Gal. 2.9.) 
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tradition (already attested before Thomas) became more important according 
to which various patriarchs were deemed to have been born circumcised! 
53.3 Rather, true circumcision in the Spirit is entirely profitable. This 
spiritual circumcision which Jesus puts in the place of the physical variety is 
not defined here, but there are various options.” Justin, Dial. 114 emphasises 
the Pauline contrast between physical and spiritual circumcision. It could be 
an ethical requirement, as in Philo, for whom circumcision represents the 
‘excision of pleasures which bewitch the mind’ and the rejection of pride (Spec. 
1.8-10), or as in Gos. Phil. 82,26—29, where Abraham was circumcised, 'teaching 
us that it was proper to destroy the flesh’. Alternatively, a divine act of salvation 
may be in view, as in Paul's conception of the circumcision by the Spirit (Rom. 
2.29; Phil. 3.3; Col. 2.11), or Odes of Solomon n.1-3. This ambiguity means that it 


is unclear whether the force is to practise spiritual circumcision or to rejoice in 
it having taken place. 


E 
11 See I. Kalimi, “He 
Roots and Presy 
Controversy: Stu 


was Born Circumcised": Some Midrashic Sources, Their Concepts, 


mably Historical Context, in idem, Early Jewish Exegesis and Theological 


Vibo i 3 
tes in Scriptures in the Shadow of Internal and External Controversies 
(Assen: Van Gorcum, 2002), 61-76, 


12 For various parallels, see Marjanen 


н ‘Thomas and Jewish Religious Practices’, 179; Gianotto, 
Quelques aspects de la polémique 


anti-juive’, 168. 


Logion 54' 


NEXE 1С XE PHIHAKAPIOC NE NEHKE XE тота Te THRTepo nue 


Jesus said, ‘Blessed are the poor, for yours is the kingdom of heaven.’ 


Interpretation 


As is common in beatitudes, this saying (paralleled in Matt. 5.3 and Lk. 6.20) 
pronounces a blessing and then specifies the content of that blessing, In terms 
of the meaning, the main debate is about the identity of the ‘poor’ (1) Baarda 
and Hedrick interpret this saying on a cosmological level, taking the poor to 
refer to those who are in a state of spiritual illness and ignorance; nevertheless, 
as GTh 29 has made clear, spiritual wealth has taken up residence in this 
poverty, and so ‘there is a message of hope for them"? (2) Valantasis, by contrast, 
emphasises strongly the material dimension, remarking that, ‘mendicancy, 
pauperism, and beggary' characterise the itinerant Thomas disciples.3 Even if 
one is not so committed to the hypothesis of Wanderradikalismus in Thomas, 
the saying probably does refer to the Thomas movement as marginalised from 
sources of power and perhaps also as lacking in material wealth. One might 
compare the invective against rulers in GTh 78. The way the Thomas disciples 
appear—i.e. as lacking in power and wealth— belies the truth, however, which 
is that they are part of the ultimate Kingdom. 


1 Bibliography for GTh 54: T. Baarda, 'Drs. J. Slavenburg en de "Zaligspreking van de Armen", 
GTT 97 (1997). 28-32; T. Baarda, '*Zalig de Armen ...: John Dominic Crossan over Logion 54 
van "Thomas" GTT 97 (1997), 127—132; P.J. Hartin, "The Poor in the Epistle of James and the 
Gospel of Thomas; HTS 53 (1997), 146-162; Liebenberg, Language of the Kingdom, 448-461; 
T. Baarda, '"Blessed are the Poor": Concerning the Provenance of Logion 54 in Thomas, ARC 
33 (2005), 32-51; C. Quarles, "The Use of the Gospel of Thomas in the Research on the Historical 
Jesus of John Dominic Crossan’, СВО 69 (2007), 517-536 (518-524); Goodacre, Thomas and the 
Gospels, 50-52, 66-69. 

Baarda, ‘Blessed are the Poor’, 35; cf. Hedrick, 107. 

3 Valantasis, 131. He goes on to comment that the saying also functions secondarily, however, to 

characterise all disciples as ‘poor’ regardless of their economic status (132)- 
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Notes 


Blessed are the poor. The fifth macarism of 11: for a list see on СТЬ 7. Thomas, 
like Luke 6.20 (against Matt. 5.3), has no reference to ‘in spirit:* This point has 
been part of the long-standing discussion over which of the three versions is 
closest to the original. Only a view about the relationship between Thomas 
and the Synoptics reached on other grounds, however, could give reasons for 
defining the relationship between this phrase and its parallels. Commentators 
advocating independence often work with too scribal a model of possible 
dependence in approaching this saying? and there is also no reason to dismiss 
secondary orality.® 

For yours is the kingdom of heaven. On the kingdom in Thomas, see Intro- 
duction, §10.1 above. Kingdom ‘of heaven’ fits with Thomas's usage elsewhere 
(cf. 20; 14), and is probably influenced by Matthew's distinctive formulation 
(whether specifically by Matt. 5.3, or Matthew’s usage more widely).’ ‘Yours, 
however, agrees with Luke. 


The version in Polycarp, Phil. 2.3 is identical to Luke. 

5 Plisch, 137: ‘there is no discernible reason for the compiler of the Gospel of Thomas to have 
changed the Jesus logion ...’; cf. J.D. Crossan, Four Other Gospels: Shadows on the Contours 
of Canon (Minneapolis: Winston Press, 1985), 37: on a theory of Thomas's dependence, ‘one 
would have at least to argue that Thomas (a) took the third person “the poor” from Matthew, 
then (b) the second person “yours” from Luke, and (c) returned to Matthew for the final 
"Kingdom of Heaven.” It might be simpler to suggest that Thomas was mentally unstable: 
Pace DeConick, 188. 

7 See Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 66-69. 


Logion 55' 


55.1 NEXE IC XE NMETNAMECTE NEV EIMT an’ HR TeqHAAY QNAQG)P HAOHTHC AN 
nael’ 55.2 AYO fiquecre Ney cNHyY мй меҷсомє Rqaei Hrieqc(rayp)oc Rra?6 
qHAQJODIIe AN EYO RA IOC NACI 


554 Jesus said, 'Whoever does not hate his father and mother will not be 
able to be a disciple of mine. 55.2 And whoever does not hate his brothers 
and sisters, and take his cross like me, will not be worthy of me.’ 


Textual Comment 


As is common elsewhere in early Christian manuscripts, the staurogram is 
employed in the word for 'cross' (here: cpoc; in full, craypoc).? This monogram 
functions neatly as both a combination of the key consonants (tau and rho, 
with tau also containing the relevant vowels), and an image of a person on a 
cross. 


Interpretation 


This hyperbolic logion (parallelled in Matt. 10.37-38/ Lk. 14.26-27; cf. Mk 8.34/ 
Matt. 16.24/ Lk. 9.23; GTh 101) consists of a pair of statements in synthetic 
parallelism (‘father and mother’ is complemented by ‘brothers and sisters’; 
taking up the cross lends further specification to ‘be a disciple’). The saying 
continues the theme of division envisaged in GTh 16, in which Jesus states, ‘I 
have come to bring divisions on the earth ... For there will be five in a house, 
and three will be against two, and two against three; father against son, and 
son against father’ This saying might be part of a larger Wanderradikalismus 
package,? but it need not be: it might simply be saying that the opinion of and 


1 Bibliography for GTh 55: Schrage, Verhdltnis, 120-123; Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘La madre de 
Jesús’, 271-284; Petersen, Zerstórt die Werke der Weiblichkeit, 269—274- 

2 See L.W. Hurtado, ‘The Staurogram in Early Christian Manuscripts: The Earliest Visual Refer- 
ence to the Crucified Jesus?" in TJ. Kraus & T. Nicklas, eds. New Testament Manuscripts: Their 
Text and Their World (TENTS 2; Leiden: Brill 2006), 207-226. 

з Patterson, Gospel of Thomas, 134; Valantasis, 132, links СТЬ 54-55 together as common ele- 
ments in a poor, itinerant lifestyle. 
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affection for father, mother, brother and sisters must be discarded if it conflicts 
with true discipleship. 

One notable point here is that there is a high status attributed to Jesus. He 
is the focus of discipleship (in the first half of the saying), and sets a standard 
which must be attained (in the second half ). 

There is also a rare focus on the cross. In addition to some who have seen the 
cross as a metaphor for something rather different? there has also been debate 
over the relative significance of the death of Jesus in Thomas. On the maximalist 
side, DeConick sees the imitation by disciples of Jesus' crucifixion as 'neces- 
sary for their salvation? with Thomas referring to the cross elsewhere as well 
(СТЬ 87; 112).6 On the other side, Patterson —with most other scholars—sees 
this theme as separating Thomas quite sharply from the canonical Gospels.? 
Although ideas of redemption and atonement аге absent, the cross in this say- 
ing does have soteriological significance inasmuch as it represents a normative 
ideal of suffering which disciples must embrace just as Jesus did, but thisis the 
only reference to Jesus’ crucifixion in Thomas, and so it is not obviously a dom- 
inant conception of discipleship. 


Notes 


55.1 Whoever does not hate his father and mother will not be able to be a 
disciple of mine. There is an interesting parallel to 55.1 in СТЬ 101.1-2, although 
the latter does not really assist with the interpretation of the former: ‘Whoever 
does not hate his father and his mother as I do cannot be a disciple of mine. And 
whoever does not love his Father and his Mother as I do cannot be a disciple of 
mine! Here, as elsewhere in Thomas the Synoptic saying is supplemented with 
a contrasting saying (cf. e.g. 47.4a + b). 

55.2 And whoever does not hate his brothers and sisters, and take his cross 
like me. This is a reference to carrying the cross (or crossbeam) on the way to 
crucifixion (Mk 15.21; Matt. 27.32; Lk. 23.26; Jn 19.17). The reference to ‘like me’ 


4 Itseems unlikely that the cross represents the world, i.e. something which must be rejected 
(thus Valantasis, 132). 

5 DeConick, 189. Also emphasising the importance of this saying is F. Vouga, 'Mort et résurrec- 
tion de Jésus dans la Source des logia et dans I’ Évangile de ‘Thomas’, in Painchaud & Poirier, 
eds. Coptica—Gnostica—Manichaica, 1009-1024. 

6 DeConick, 253, 294. 

7 See,mostrecently,S.J. Patterson, ‘The View from Across the Euphrates’, HTR104 (2011), 41-431. 
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should probably not be seen within the context of wider discussions ofópoícctc 
626,8 though this might be prominent in other sayings (e.g. СТЬ 108). 

55.2 Will not be worthy of me. There was probably a catchword connection 
with СТЬ 56 in the Greek original (55.2: 22106; 56.2: Anga). 


8 EE.Popkes, ‘Die Umdeutung des Todes Jesu im koptischen Thomasevangelium; in J. Frey & 
J. Schróter, eds. Deutungen des Todes Jesu im Neuen Testament (WUNT 181; Tübingen: Mohr 
Siebeck, 2005), 513—543 (526—527). 


Logion 56' 


56.1 nexe IC xe пєтҗрсоүан пкосмос aq ee eyrrra»na 56.2 AYD NENTA- 
e['e']ee arrrmua пкосмос Anaa Anoy an 


56.1 Jesus said, ‘Whoever has come to know the world has found a corpse. 
56.2 And whoever has found the corpse, the world is not worthy of him. 


Interpretation 


This saying can be considered in the company of its parallels elsewhere in 
Thomas: 


GTh 80: Jesus said, ‘Whoever has come to know the world has found the 
corpse. But whoever has found the body, the world is not worthy of him! 


GTh uo: Jesus said, ‘Whoever has found the world and is rich, let him 
renounce the world: 


The closer parallel is GTh 80. The sense in both GTh 56 and 8o is that (a) 
the world belongs to the realm of death, and (b) the truly living disciple who 
has recognised this is superior to it. These characterisations of the world as 
spiritually dead are the two most anti-cosmic sayings in Thomas, since 'death' 
is perhaps the most negatively valued spiritual state (cf. GTh 1; 11; 18; 19; 52; бо; 
85; 111: see comment on GTh 1). 


Notes 


56.31 Whoever has come to know the world has found a corpse. The sense here 
is of coming to know the world for what it really is, namely a corpse. It would be 
wrong to suppose that 'found' here must go back to a Semitic original meaning 
something like ‘master’ or ‘dominate’? The parallel of'knowing'/ ‘finding’ in 56a 


1 Bibliography for GTh 56: Sellew, ‘Death, Body, and the World’, 530-534; Liebenberg, Language 
of the Kingdom, 136-149; Ото, Thomas, 55-62; Gathercole, Composition, 77-79, 250-262. 
2 Gathercole, Composition, 77-78. 
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isa very natural one. Realising the true nature of the world is like finding a dead 
body. As Valantasis rightly comments, it is a shock to discover a corpse, and to 
see the world for what it is—the realm of death—is an alarming experience.? 
Thelanguage here 'indicates the intensity ofthe conflict between the mundane 
world and the new world created by those who have learned to recognize 
themselves’.+ 

56.2 And whoever has found the corpse. Again, ‘finding’ here does not need 
to be reinterpreted on the basis of a speculative Vorlage; 56.2 is here picking up 
on 56.1: one might translate 56.2, ‘And whoever has found that corpse ...* 

56.2 The world is not worthy of him. On the second clause, see the discus- 
sion elsewhere? It refers to the superiority of the true disciple to the material 
cosmos, as reflected in the motif of ruling, and the control which the elect exert 
over it (cf. e.g. the obedience of the mountains in GTh 48 and 106, and of the 
stones in 13.8): see, further, notes above on GTh 2.4. Reference to ‘worthiness’ 
links with the previous saying (55.2: &:x106; 56.2: Япо). 


3 Valantasis, 133. 
4 Valantasis, 133. 
5 Gathercole, Composition, 250-262. 
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57.1 nexe IC xe тыйтєро апекот ecrirw(n) хүразнє eytiraq BHay Нноү- 
spos er[nuanov]q 57.2 aneqxaxe el птоүан aqcrre hoyzizani[o]n exit 
necpo[o ejrnanoyg 57.3 ANE NPMUE KOOY C?MAE HUZIZAtION TIEXAQ NAY XE 
мыипос HTerHüBOXK XE ENALWAE Hizizatio(u) MTE 


mewe HricoYo мнналф` 
57-4 20 oov rap Hriao»?6 Rzizatuon HAOYWNE EBON cegoXov ficepokgov 


57-1 Jesus said, ‘The kingdom ofthe Father is like a man who had [good] seed. 
57.2 His enemy came in the night and sowed weeds over the good ѕее[а]. 57.3 
The man did not allow them to pull up the weeds. He said to them, “It is in 
case you go to pull up the weeds and pull up the wheat along with them." 57.4 
For on the day of the harvest, the weeds will be revealed. They will be pulled 
up and burned.’ 


Textual Comment 


The phrase хе euaeo»e in 57.3 may be corrupt,” but the general sense is clear. 


Interpretation 


This is the fifth of Thomas's 14 parables (see comment above on GTh 8). Vari- 
ous interpretations of this parable of the Tares (cf. Matt. 13.24-30) have been 
proposed. (1) King takes the following view: “To be a member of the commu- 
nity means to be able to deal shrewdly and effectively with enemies. It means 
to be a moral person whose acts are like the sowing of good seed. There is 
no emphasis on 'sowing of good seed' in the parable, however, so it is doubtful 
that this is a main theme. (2) Valantasis takes the view that the kingdom, i.e. 
the Thomas community, is a mixture of good and evil.* On the other hand, the 


1 


Bibliography for GTh 57: Schrage, Verhältnis, 123—126; Crossan, ‘Seed Parables of Jesus, 259- 


261; Liebenberg, Language of the Kingdom, 208-224; Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 73-8; 
J.P. Meier, ‘The Parable of the Wheat and the Weeds (Matthew 13:24-30): Is Thomas's Version 
(Logion 57) Independent?" JBL 131 (2012), 715-732- 

See discussion in Plisch, 141. 


King, ‘Kingdom’, 55. 
Valantasis, 134. 
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idea that the Thomas movement is a corpus permixtum is at odds with the rest 
of Thomas. (3) For Pokorny, the parable reflects a stance of openness towards 
outsiders and the possibility of their salvation: 'The parable warns agains the 
premature judgment and rejection of the others ... no human is called to judge 
the others. This interpretation has some promise, but there is still a stark dual- 
ity between the good seed and the weeds, and the agricultural imagery here is 
not particularly conducive to a sense of the permeability of the divide between 
the in-group and the out-group. 

Valantasis and Pokorny are correct, however, that the main element of sur- 
prise in the parable is 57.3: the farmer's refusal to remove the weeds straight 
away. Because of this, the parable probably answers the implied question: Why 
is evil permitted to remain?9 Even though a direct answer is not given in theo- 
logical terms, the concern here is probably with the interim period before the 
end, as might be the case with the similar GTh 10. This allows for two possible 
interpretations, one cosmic, and one more anthropological. On the first view, 
the *man' (= the Father) is in possession of 'good seed' (= the elect), among 
whom an 'enemy' (= evil forces) has scattered weeds (= the non-elect). The 
separation of the two will only appear at the harvest (= the end). On this view, 
Thomas's parable here thus closely resembles Matthew 13.24—30, both in form 
and in meaning.” An alternative possibility is that in which the good seed is the 
soul, which has become intermingled with matter, an interpretation which is 
also found in Theodotus and attributed to the Manichees. Finally, a version 
of Pokorny's interpretation where the point is a warning against premature 
human judging (cf. GTh 26) may be correct. A certain and precise interpreta- 
tion of the parable is unfortunately not possible. 


5 Pokorny, 102. 

6 Considerable difficulties arise if the parable is not taken in allegorical terms at all. Plisch 
is certainly correct to chastise Schrage's interpretation (Plisch, 143 n. 2), but his own view 
works with too rigid a notion of what a parable is (in the contrast between ‘a real parable’ and 
‘an allegory'—supposing a pure form of a parable), and so finds it difficult to accommodate 
the enemy and the warning of judgment in the interpretation of what is actually present 
in Thomas. Meier, ‘Parable of the Wheat and the Weeds’, 719, sees remnants of Matthew’s 
allegorical interpretation (n.b. also 721—722). 

7 Apparently the view of Ménard, 160. Matthew's parable almost certainly does not agonize 
over the church as a corpus permixtum, as Davies and Allison rightly note. The field is 
the world, not the church: Matthew does not envisage leaving weeds in the church until 
the parousia, for he advocates church discipline in 1815-20 (Davies & Allison, Matthew, 
IL408—409). 

8 Clement, Exc. 53.1; Epiphanius, Pan. 66.65. 
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Notes 


574 The kingdom of the Father is like a man who had good seed. The first 
question which arises concerns what the point of comparison is here? Is the 
kingdom likened to the ‘man’? Or with the whole vignette of the parable? The 
kingdom could be quite straightforwardly identified as the ‘man who had good 
seed’, as fits the syntax of the opening sentence: the man’s possession of the 
good seed would then be analogous to the situation of original goodness in 
which the ‘souls’ of the children of the Father pre-existed. Or the focus of the 
‘kingdom’ here could be on the current situation, with the kingdom ‘spread over 
the earth’ as in GTh 13.4. On the kingdom in Thomas, see Introduction, $101 
above. 

57.2 His enemy came in the night and sowed weeds over the good seed. 
The specific identity of the enemy is not clear here, and indeed there need 
not be a one-to-one correlation with a particular demonic figure: the event 
envisaged may be a kind of cosmic fall without a particular agent responsible. 
In contrast to the picture іп СТЬ 21 and 29, where the ‘good’ falls into the bad, 
here the bad enters the good, but the reference is still to the cosmic process 
or event which brought about contamination of flesh and spirit, of the divine 
and material realms. Opposition is construed elsewhere in Thomas in terms of 
figures suggestive of archontic powers, however: GTh 21 talks of the opponents 
of the children in the field (21.3), as well as of the thief (21.5) and the robbers 
(21.7); СТЬ 50 refers to when ‘they’ ask about the origin, identity and mark ofthe 
elect. It is not unusual to alternate between speaking of evil forces in singular 
and plural terms: Paul, for example, can speak both of the devil (Eph. б.п) and 
in the very next verse of evil ‘rulers’ and ‘authorities’ (6.12). GTh 57 here speaks 
in singular terms of the opposition, in harmony with GTh 21.5. The use of the 
word for weed (zizexu[o]u) probably reflects the influence of Matthew. 


9 Valantasis argues that there is an oddity here in that judgment is supposed to take place 
within the kingdom (Valantasis, 134). However, this is to misread the ‘is like’. The point 
here is that the parable brings to light some aspect of the kingdom: it is not that the 
whole situation described is simply a parabolic account of the kingdom. Doran rightly 
talks of ‘methodological caution against comparing unilaterally the Kingdom with the 
first character of a parable rather than with the whole parable’, See R. Doran, ‘A Complex 
of Parables: GTh 96-98", NovT 29 (1987), 347—352 (348). 

10 Meier, ‘The Parable of the Wheat and the Weeds’, 726—727: ‘This Greek noun (probably of 
Semitic origin) does not occur in the LXX, in other Greek versions of the OT, in secular 
Greek before the Christian era, or in the Apostolic Fathers. In the NT, it occurs only in this 
parable of Matthew and its interpretation." 
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57-3 The man did not allow them to pull up the weeds. Here, the editor 
of the parable has clearly missed out the central part of the story which (a) 
describes the sprouting of the weeds, and (b) introduces the farm workers who 
see a need to get rid of these weeds (cf. Matt. 13.26-28). There is a pattern of 
‘missing middles' in Thomas, as Goodacre has observed.” Both these events are 
assumed in the reference to the farmer not allowing the unspecified ‘them’ to 
uproot the weeds. Since there is no antecedent in Thomas's parable, the parable 
here is probably an abbreviation of an earlier form, probably that of Matthew. 

57-3. He said to them, “It is in case you go to pull up the weeds and pull 
up the wheat along with them." The explanation of the farmer's refusal here 
is the same as in Matt. 13.29. It is an explanation not specifically of the delay of 
a parousia, but more generally of the duration of a history in which the world 
and/ orthe body contains sin. The partial response in GTh 57.3is supplemented 
by 57.4. A theological answer is not given to the problem; rather the response 
sticks to the imagery of the parable, so that the problem is avoided. 

57.4 For on the day of the harvest the weeds will be revealed. It is possi- 
ble that 57.4 is spoken to the farm-hands, rather than being Jesus' comment 
appended to the parable: in Matthew's parallel it is clearly spoken to the work- 
ers. This additional explanation is that there is still an event to come, or an 
incomplete process, which will make the weeds evident. This is slightly incon- 
gruous, since according to 57.3 the weeds are already visible.* 

57.4 They will be pulled up and burned. The language here suggests thatan 
eschatological judgment is not an alien idea to Thomas. Although there is no 
direct parallel to this in Thomas, there are related ideas such as cosmic collapse 
(СТЬ 1; 11), exclusion from the kingdom (64.12), and lack of forgiveness (44). 
Especially relevant is Jesus bringing fire їп GTh 10 (cf. GTh 16), given the 
similarity of theme between GTh 10 and 57. 


11 As scholars have very frequently observed (Montefiore & Turner, Thomas and the Evan- 
gelists, 51; Crossan, ‘Seed Parables’, 261; Meier, ‘The Parable of the Wheat and the Weeds, 
720). 

12 Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 109-127, and по-ш on GTh 57 in particular on this 
point. 

13 Hedrick, 110. 

14 Meier, ‘Parable of the Wheat and the Weeds’, 723. 


Logion 58' 


пеҳе IC хє OYHAKAPIOC TIE проме trageice APE ANN? 


Jesus said, ‘Blessed is the man who has laboured and found life.’ 


Interpretation 


The present saying sees the quest for knowledge and life as a struggle, but one 


which leads to salvation.? This is one of many sayings setting out the terms of 
‘not tasting death’. 


Notes 


Blessed is the man. This is the sixth macarism of Thomas's eleven: on these, see 
note ad GTh 74.3 

Who has laboured. The translation ‘suffered’ is also possible.* The sense of 
?1ce elsewhere in Thomas tends towards the meaning ‘labour’, however, and the 
sequence labour > salvation is a common one in Thomas (on the importance 
of work, see also GTh 20; 107; cf. 109). The main question then concerns the 
nature of the ‘labour’: is it the hard physical labour of ‘ascetical activity? or is 
the labour primarily the ‘textual’ labour of interpretation? As is often the case 
in Thomas, the lack of contextual indicators makes a final verdict difficult, and 


1 Bibliography for GTh 58: Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 69-76; J. Schröter, ‘Die Forschung am 


Thomasevangelium im Berliner Arbeitskreis fiir koptisch-gnostische Schriften. Beobachtun- 
gen anhand von Logion 58 (NHC II, p. 43,7-9)', ZAC 13 (2009), 38-47. 

Various scholars have noted the parallel in 1Pet. зада: ФМ el xoi mácyotce did Stxcuocsvyy, 
paxdptot. See e.g. J.B. Bauer, ‘De agraphis genuinis evangelii secundum Thomam coptici, 
Verbum Domini 37 (1959), 129-146 (141). The parallel in Jas 1.12 is no closer than the Sermon on 
the Mount parallels in Matt. 510-1; Lk. 6.22. 


For various parallels to this beatitude, see Quispel, "The Gospel of Thomas and the New 
Testament, 204. 

So Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 76; DeConick, 195-196, giving priority to the parallels in e.g Peter 
and James. 

Plisch, 144. 

6 Valantasis, 135. 
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both are found elsewhere: on the precondition of world-denial for salvation, 
see e.g. GTh 27; the labour of 'seeking' leads to salvation in GTh 2. 

And found life. This phrase combines two of Thomas's favourite themes, 
namely discovery and life/ salvation. Compare e.g. the combination in GTh x: 
‘Whoever finds the interpretation of these sayings will not taste death. Lan- 
guage of ‘life’/ ‘living’ (especially in contrast to death) features heavily in nearby 
sayings: see GTh 59; 60.4; 61.1. 


Logion 59' 


nexe 1С xe соаг Aca NETONe eMC €rerüoH? р^ XE NETHHOY ayo 
ATeTHapne ena EPOY AY TETNAGOH 60H AN ENAY 


Jesus said, ‘Look at the living one while you are alive, lest you die and you 
seek to see him, but are not able to see.’ 


Interpretation 


The predominant theme in this saying is the urgency of seeking salvation (cf. 
Isa. 55.6: ‘Seek the Lord while he may be found, call upon him while he is 
near’). The viewpoint here is that one’s earthly life is the opportunity to seek 
knowledge and true life, an opportunity which will have passed after death. 

DeConick rightly emphasises the motif of visionary experience in this say- 
ing.? The language of visuality is very prominent here (‘look аё, ‘seek, ‘see’, ‘not 
„.. see’). There is a good deal of visual language elsewhere in Thomas (e.g. GTh 
5:15; 27.2; 37; 38; 84), but, as noted in the Introduction, it is not quite as central 
(as it is in DeConick’s view) to Thomas as a whole. 

This saying is closely related to GTh 60;? indeed Zóckler comments that it is 
a free paraphrase of 60.6.4 


Notes 


Look at the living one. The identity of the living one is perhaps Jesus (as in 
GTh 52; cf. Prologue). Jesus is also probably ‘the son of the living one’ in GTh 
37, however, and so there is an ambiguity here: the Father is the object of vision 
in GTh 15. 

While you are alive. Cf. GTh 38.2: ‘Days are coming when you will seek after 
me but will not find me’ The theme of eschatological urgency, which Jeremias 


Bibliography for GTh 59: Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 81-83; DeConick, Seek to See Him, 123-125. 
DeConick, Voices of the Mystics, 88-89. 
So rightly Nordsieck, 234. 
Zóckler, Jesu Lehren im Thomasevangelium, 189; Lelyveld considers 59-60 a unity (Logia de 
la vie, 87—94). 
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identified as central to Jesus’ teaching? is developed in these sayings in the 
direction of making the life-time of the hearer the time available to see the 
divine. 

Lest you die and you seek to see him, but are not able to see. The reference 
here may be to a postmortem consciousness of the missed opportunity; such 
an idea has a number of parallels.6 


5 See the section headings in J. Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus (London: SCM, 1963): ‘Now is the 


day of salvation’ (115); ‘The imminence of catastrophe’ (160); ‘It may be too late’ (169). 
6 Forthe theme ofthe regret of the damned, see some parallels in RJ. Bauckham, 'Early Jewish 
Visions of Hell’, JTS 41 (1990), 355—385. 


Logion бо! 


бол (aquay) 2Ycauaperruc eqqi Anoye єҷвик` єроүн єфоүдл 60.2 
пєхлч` WHuequaeurHc XE пн HUK@TE Hrtegtei 60.3 пєхлү Nay XEKAac 
€quaMoOoYrTq yoyong 60.4 nexay Nay гос EqoNe YNAaoYON AN AA 
€qajaMooYr«q нчауопе NoyirrwnHa 60.5 (exay Xe AKECMOT qNAQ)AC aN 
60.6 nexay Nay хє ATMTA eM TUT ame fica oyronoc NHTÄ єроүн 
€Y2.HATIAYCIC XeKAAC ANETHMONE Arrana ficeoywmu’ THYTH 


60.1 (He saw) a Samaritan carrying a lamb as he went into Judaea. 60.2 He 
said to his disciples, ‘He is around the lamb.’ 60.3 They said to him, ‘So that 
he might kill it and eat it.’ 60.4 He said to them, ‘While it is alive, he will 
not eat it. But if he kills it, it will become a corpse.’ 60.5 They said to him, 
‘Otherwise, he would not be able to.’ 60.6 He said to them, ‘As for you, seek 
Sor yourselves a place inside rest, so that you do not become a corpse and are 
eaten." 


Textual Comment 


There is a main verb missing at the beginning of GTh бол. The previous saying 
ended with enay; most editors presuppose a haplography, and restore aynay 
(Layton) or aquay (Berliner Arbeitskreis).? Jesus' opening statement in 60.2 
is also very enigmatic, and is probably textually corrupt, or a mistranslation: 
Plisch's conjecture that it is a mistranslation of Greek elvat лері is a good one, 
although it would make a rather banal point.? Others turn 60.2 into a question: 
‘(Why does) that person (carry) around the lamb? 


1 Bibliography for GTh 60: Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 87-94; Е.Е. Popkes, ‘Das Lamm und der Ort 
der Ruhe—EvThom 60’, in Zimmermann, ed. Kompendium der Gleichnisse Jesu, 893-898. 

2 For the former, see Layton & Lambdin, "The Gospel according to Thomas; Nag Hammadi 
Codex I,2—7: Volume One, 74; on the latter, see Вере, ‘Werdet Voriibergehende’, 47—48; Plisch, 
147. 

3 Plisch, ‘Probleme und Lösungen, 527. 

4 Valantasis, 136. For other suggestions, see Zóckler, Jesu Lehren im Thomasevangelium, 188. 
Pokorny’s ‘stalking the lamb’ is a stretch (104). 
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Interpretation 


In many respects GTh 60 is bewildering, in part because of the textual prob- 
lems just noted.5 The scene is difficult to reconstruct: (i) a word is missing at 
the beginning; (ii) who is going into Judaea— Jesus or the Samaritan? (iii) Jesus’ 
statement in 60.2 does not make sense. This makes the scene-setting for the 
dialogue very difficult to reconstruct. Some scholars have suspected here crit- 
icisms of the temple cult or of meat eating, but these are not evident.® In the 
scenario itself, there is no hint that the lamb is stolen.? Nevertheless, this saying 
is distinctive—along with СТЬ 61—in being a ‘vignette’8 with a specification 
of the individual as a Samaritan (cf. e.g. ‘a man’ in СТЬ 72, or ‘a woman’ in 79) 
and a specification of place (on the way to Judaea). 

As Valantasis rightly points out, however, the ethnic and geographical scene- 
setting becomes irrelevant, and the lamb takes centre stage.? The key point is 
that human beings, like the lamb,” are on their way to death (60.3): 'this world 
isa corpse eater’ which will consume people (Gos. Phil. 7319-22). The disciples 
thus need to act to avert this fate, so as not to ‘taste death’ As in СТЬ 59, there is 
chance of salvation while one is alive (60.4): indeed, GTh 60 could be regarded 
asan extension of GTh 59, or else they are distinct sayings linked by the phrase 
"while alive’ (ec erer&ong/ гос eqoue). This phrase is not just an mnemonic 
link, but a key theological motif. 

This is reinforced by the concluding application in 60.6. The disciples are 
warned that they must not suffer the same fate as this lamb: they must not 
fall into the realm of death and be destroyed. In the realm of life, the disciples 
are invulnerable (just as in 60.4 the lamb cannot be eaten while alive). If the 
disciples succumb to death, however, they are liable to be consumed like a 
slaughtered lamb. 


5 There is no close Synoptic parallel. The interesting similarities in Heracleon fr. 12 (on Jn 
2.13) are probably coincidental. 
6 Itis not ‘signaled’ here that ‘the temple cult also was obsolete’ (thus DeConick, Recovering 


the Original Gospel of Thomas, go), nor is there discussion of blood sacrifice and meat- 

eating (pace Leipoldt, Evangelium nach Thomas, 67; DeConick, 198-199)- 

Pokorny, 105. 

Davies, The Gospel of Thomas: Annotated and Explained, 78, 80; cf. Plisch, 153 n. 8. 

Valantasis, 137. 

10 Те lamb is not the world, as suggested by Grant & Freedman, 166-167; also Valantasis, 
137, Suggesting that as such the lamb must be killed. 

11 Pokorný, 104. 
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Notes 


60.1 (He saw) a Samaritan carrying a lamb as he went into Judaea. Samaritans 
were regarded negatively in early Judaism and Christianity as half-way between 
Judaism and paganism.” As already noted, it is unclear whether it is Jesus or 
the Samaritan going into Judaea here, though if the reconstruction 'He saw' is 
correct, Jesus is more likely to be the one going.!? Either way, the setting places 
Jesus, the disciples and the Samaritan in Samaria, though near the border of 
judaea. 

The scene is perhaps a reminiscence of the parable of the Good Samari- 
tan (Lk. 10.30-35), in which the man going from Jerusalem to Jericho is helped 
by a Samaritan. 'Samaritan' is the only indication of ethnicity in Thomas and 
'Judaea' is the only clear place name in Thomas,'* and the parable of the Good 
Samaritan is the only parable to have any indications of ethnicity and geogra- 
phy among the canonical parables.!? (In the Lukan parable, the geography is 
‘from Jerusalem to Jericho! rather than ‘into Judaea") 

60.2 He said to his disciples, ‘He is around the lamb.’ This strange expres- 
sion has led to various explanations of mistranslation from a Vorlage. It is 
probably the case that there has either been a mistranslation or a corruption 
of the text here. From the statement of the disciples, one might expect Jesus to 
ask here, "Why is he taking the lamb?’!” Or perhaps, instead, Jesus observes, ‘The 
man is pursuing the lamb’ i.e. ‘trying to take away a lamb’ or ‘trying to catch a 
lamb'!$ 

60.3 They said to him, 'So that he might kill it and eat it! The simple 
language of killing (equauoovra) without any explicit reference to sacrifice, 
and focus on the Samaritan's intention to eat the lamb, probably speak against 
any allusion to the Samaritan going to the temple.!? 


12 On the Samaritans, see R. Pammer, 'Samaritanism' EDEJ 186-118. 

13 Bethge, "Werdet Voriibergehende’, 47-48. 

14 The exception, ‘Israel’ in GTh 52, may either refer to the place or the people; cf. also the 
implicit indication of geography GTh 71, which probably implies proximity to the temple. 

15 Iam thinking here of proper nouns; as in GTh 71, the temple is mentioned in Lk. 18.9314, 
and of course one assumes that there the Pharisee especially but also the tax-collector are 
Jews (as indeed one assumes of most of the characters in Jesus' parables). 

16 See Gathercole, Composition, 80—81. 

17 СЕ the translation in Nordsieck, 234: ‘Was will dieser mit dem Lamm machen” 

18 The translation, and glosses, proposed by Plisch, 147. 

19 Cf. the possibility raised by Nordsieck, 234. 
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60.4 He said to them, "While it is alive, he will not eat it. But if he kills it, it 
will become a corpse.’ Jesus’ statement here establishes the close connection 
between this dialogue and the preceding GTh 59: 'Look at the living one while 
you are alive (gmc everüong; cf. here wc єҷоме), lest you die and you seek to 
see him, but are not able to see’ 

60.5 They said to him, ‘Otherwise, he would not be able to! A banal remark 
akin to those of Socratic interlocutors: cf. e.g. Meno 78A: хой todto бубүху. 

60.6 He said to them, ‘As for you, seek for yourselves.’ The introduction to 
the theological application here agrees verbatim with Jesus' application of the 
parable of the pearl (feraxr& гот^тнүтӣ aye йс... also in 76.3). This reinforces 
the semi-allegorical character of the episode in GTh 60. 

60.6 A place inside rest. This curious use of egoyu e- (lit. ‘to inside; Crum 
685-686) perhaps suggests that ‘rest’ is conceived of as a concrete realm, rather 
than simply as an abstract noun: the 'paradise' in GTh 19 may specifically be 
in view. As elsewhere in Thomas, rest has the technical sense of ‘salvation’ 
here rather than the everyday sense. The use of ‘place’ here may also have the 
theological sense of soteriological space (cf. GTh 4, 18, 24, 64). As Vielhauer 
rightly notes, it is a space where one is removed from death and destruction,?° 
but also where labour has come to an end. 

60.6 So that you do not become a corpse and are eaten. The alternative to 
life’ and ‘a place inside rest’ is consumption. This is used elsewhere in Thomas's 
imagery: it is the curse of the man to be eaten by the lion in GTh 7.2, and the 
birds (implicitly) and the worms explicitly eat up the seed sown in GTh 9. This 
reference to consumption also forges a further link between this saying and 


GTh 76: 


60.6: As for you, seek for yourselves a place inside rest, 
so that you do not become a corpse and are eaten. 


76.3: Аз for you, seek his unfailing and enduring treasure, 
where no moth comes near to eat and no worm destroys. 


Being ‘eaten’ is thus an image for the fate of those without knowledge, which 
in the parallelism in GTh 76 means destruction. It is possible, but unclear, 
that the reference to ‘corpse’ and consumption here indicate a warning against 
following the bodily dimensions of human existence.”! 


20 Viehlauer, ‘ANAITAYZIZ’, 293. 
21 Popkes, ‘Das Lamm und der Ort der Ruhe’, 897. 


Logion 61! 


61.1 nexe TC OYN Chay NANTON HAY рі оүолос TOYA HA HOY MOYA NAWN? 61.2 
пєхє CAAWHH ATAK NIM TIPWHE гос €BOX PÑ OYA AKTEAO EX TIAGAOG ayo 
AK OYOM EBOA PN TATpaneza 61.3 NEXE IC HAC XE ANOK NE METAOOT EBON 
eH MET GHG) ayt NAEl EBOA PH NA TACIT 61.4 ANOK rex MACHTHC 61.5 ETBE 
Tac TXO HHOC XE eoTAN eqa)sayorie eqa)u(ay) YNAHMOY? OYOGIN LOTAN дє 
€qajaugyorie єҷпна) YNAHOY? tikake 


61.1 Jesus said, ‘Two will rest on a couch, one will die, the other will live.’ 61.2 
Salome said, ‘Who are you, man, that you have come up as from one on to 
my couch and eaten from my table?’ 61.3 Jesus said to her, Тат he who is 
from the equal. I have been given some of what belongs to my Father’ 61.4 
(Salome said,) 1 am your disciple.’ 61.5 (Jesus said,) ‘For this reason I say, 
“When he becomes equal, he will be filled with light. But when he becomes 
divided, he will be filled with darkness."' 


Textual Comment 


It is possible that the phrase ‘as from one’ in Salome's question (61.2) is textually 
corrupt (see notes below). Phrases marking the changes of speaker may have 
dropped out of 61.4 and 61.5, though there may have simply been an attempt 
to avoid repetition, since it is obvious who is speaking in each case. Salome 
is clearly the speaker in 61.4 because of the feminine article prefixing ‘your 
disciple’ (тєк`мҗөнтинс). In 61.5 the phrase єчаухауазпе єчаунч (‘when he is 
destroyed’) is assumed by most editors to be a corruption of eqyagqwne єчауна)у 
(‘when he becomes equal’). 


1 Bibliography for GTh 61: Schrage, Verhältnis, 126—129; Sell, ‘Johannine Traditions in Logion 61, 
24-37; H.W. Attridge, ‘Greek Equivalents of Two Coptic Phrases: CG 1,1.65,9-10 and 
CG П,2.43,26, BASP 18 (1981), 27-32; S. Bjorndahl, "Io Live and Die in Thomas 61, Forum 
10 (1994), 87-94; Dunderberg, ‘Thomas’ I-Sayings and the Gospel of John’, 49-56; К. Cor- 
ley, ‘Salome and Jesus at Table in the Gospel of Thomas; Semeia 86 (1999), 85-97; Petersen, 
Zerstórt die Werke der Weiblichkeit, 198-202; Dunderberg, Beloved Disciple in Conflict, 89-101; 


C. Losekam, 'Einssein statt Getrenntsein (Zwei auf dem Bett) —Ev'l'hom 61, in Zimmermann, 
ed. Kompendium der Gleichnisse Jesu, 899—903. 


LOGION 61 443 
Interpretation 


This saying is linked to СТЬ бо in that both form a distinctive pair of pronounce- 
ment stories: they are vignettes, with specification of character and place. The 
setting, unusually in Thomas, is private space (cf. perhaps GTh 22 and 41?). 
The scene is quite a shocking one. First, Jesus has apparently turned up unin- 
vited (hence Salome's question in 61.2), going beyond even his chutzpah in 
Luke 19.5, where he at least gives Zacchaeus warning of his impending visit? 
Second, Jesus appears to have clambered onto Salome's couch, making this a 
scene of intimacy? even a scene with sexual connotations.* (Compare the sur- 
prise expressed by the disciples in Jn 4.27 at Jesus merely speaking alone with 
a woman.) Sharing a couch was an action of lovers or a married couple, either 
with the man reclining and the woman seated, or with both reclining.> 

The link between 61.1 and the rest of the saying is not immediately obvious, 
and indeed many commentators treat them as separate units.® Points in favour 
of their being joined are, first, that Jesus’ statement in 61 fits well with a setting 
of Jesus and Salome sharing a couch (as in 61.2), and secondly, that the themes 
in 61.1 are perhaps revisited in 61.5. As Valantasis has put it, the saying 'shows 
evidence of careful crafting: Jesus begins the conversation with Salome with a 
reference to division and death, and ends it with a reference to division and 
darkness.” 

In fact, the challenge is not so much to integrate 61.1 with the rest of the 
saying, but to see how the framing statements in 61.1 and 61.5 cohere with the 
‘guts’ in 61.2-4. Understanding the intimacy in the vignette is crucial here. The 
probable sense of the scene as a whole is Salome’s movement from ignorance 


On this aspect of Jesus’ behaviour, see Leipoldt, Evangelium nach Thomas, 68. 
Valantasis, 140. 

4 Rightly, A. Reinhartz, ‘Reflections on Table Fellowship and Community Identity, Semeía 86 
(1999), 227-233 (231); Losekam, ‘Einssein statt Getrenntsein (Zwei auf dem Bett), 901. 

5 See the various passages and images discussed in M. Roller, ‘Horizontal Women: Posture and 
Sex in the Roman Convivium, AJP 124 (2003), 377—422. Corley's contrast between Jesus dining 
with Salome in the Roman manner on same couch in Thomas and women sitting or kneeling 
in the Gospels (‘Salome and Jesus at Table’, 86) is something of a false antithesis, as awoman 
might also sit on a couch, but the overall point is a useful one; similarly, Losekam, ‘Einssein 
statt Getrenntsein (Zwei auf dem Bett), go1. Cf. esp. Lk. 7.38 (the sinful woman ‘standing’), 
and 10.39 (Mary of Bethany ‘seated at the Lord's feet’). 

6 Grant & Freedman, 167—168 (following the old numeration of the sayings, in which 61.1 = 61, 
and 61.2-5 = 62); DeConick, 200-204; Hedrick, 116-17. 

7 Valantasis, 138. 
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(as is expressed in her 'Who?' question in 61.2), via Jesus' revelation of his 
identity in 61.3, to her confession of allegiance to him (61.4: Тат your disciple). 
The principal question then becomes whether she has become in some sense 
equal to Jesus? or whether her discipleship remains incomplete.’ There does 
notseem to be any qualification or diminution of Salome's confession, however. 
Indeed, the posture of Jesus and Salome on the couch may suggest that she, like 
Mary Magdalene in the Gospel of Philip, is portrayed here as a kind of ‘beloved’ 
or ideal disciple: just as Mary's special intimacy with Jesus in Philip is marked by 
(probably) kissing, so the connotations of Salome's sharing a couch with Jesus 
might similarly indicate the 'oneness' or equality of Jesus with his true disciple. 

Corley has seen reflected in this saying a debate about the status of women,” 
indeed more specifically, a controversy in the Thomas movement about the 
legitimacy of women reclining at meals like men.!! There is too much mirror- 
reading here: Salome's femaleness is not thematised, nor is her posture. The 
equality is metaphysical rather than social. Much more prominent are chris- 


tology and discipleship. 


Notes 


61.1 Jesus said, ‘Two will rest on a couch, one will die, the other will live? 
Cf. Matt. 24.40, and esp. Lk. 17.34; in Thomas, the theme of ‘life’ has featured 
recently in GTh 58; 59 and 60.4 (in 59 and 60 in contrast to death). As noted 
above, this part with the end (61.5) frames the dialogue as concerned with life 
(cf. being ‘equal’ and ‘filled with light’ in 61.5) and death (cf. ‘divided’ and ‘filled 
with darkness’ in 61.5). If this saying is dependent upon the Lukan version, 
it has in the process of transmission at some point lost its ‘apocalyptic’ tone 
(from ‘will be taken’ to ‘will die’), as Bovon notes;!? it is about the destiny 
of the individual instead.'^ Those who propose that 61.1 is a discrete saying 


So Valantasis, 139. 
А. Marjanen, ‘Women Disciples in the Gospel of Thomas’, in R. Uro, ed. Thomas at the 


Crossroads: Essays on the Gospel of Thomas (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998), 89-106 (92). 
Corley, ‘Salome and Jesus at Table’, 89. 


10 
11 Corley, ‘Salome and Jesus at Table’, 85. 

12 Grosso, 197, rightly emphasises the importance of christology in this saying. 

13 F. Bovon, ‘Les sentences propres à Luc dans I’ Évangile selon Thomas’, in L. Painchaud & 


P-H. Poirier, eds. Colloque internationale: “L Évangile selon Thomas et les textes de Nag 
Hammadi” Québec, 29-31 mai 2003 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 43-58 (50). 


14 Petersen, Zerstórt die Werke der Weiblichkeit, 200. 
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tend to produce rather banal interpretations of it, as an aphorism about the 
inevitability of death,!* or about ‘the uncertainty and capriciousness of human 
life;6 or as ‘a proverb counseling resignation in the face of unpredictable 
disasters!” There is an interesting parallel to this saying, where Salome asks 
how long death will continue, and Jesus replies that one element will be saved 
(the soul), but the other, visible, element will not.!8 The meaning of GTh 61.1 
here in Thomas could be anthropological, as in that interpretation, or it could 
be a more traditional statement contrasting two human destinies. 

61.2 Salome said. There is only one Salome named in the NT (Mk 15.40; 16.1), 
and her relations are unclear.? Nothing is known of her except that she was 
a witness of the crucifixion, was one of the women who had supported Jesus' 
ministry (Mk 15.41), and was one of the visitors to the tomb on Easter morning 
(Mk 16.1-8). She may be included here as Jesus' host because of the mention in 
Mk 15.41 that she was one of the women who had provided for Jesus. 

61.2 Who are you, man, that you have come up ... on to my couch and 
eaten from my table? Dunderberg suggests three possible ‘moods’ of Salome's 
question: (i) surprise at a divine being eating with her; (ii) resentment that a 
fellow-human being is claiming the authority to teach her, and (iii) doubt that 
Jesus has the right to her hospitality.2° It seems probable, however, that the 
shock is at a man joining her on her dining couch. 

61.2 ... as from опе... . The phrase ‘as from one’ (2a esor gÑ ova) has been 
a crux since the discovery of the text.?! There are five principal options. (1) 
Some argue that the text is corrupt. It is marked as such by Layton and left out 
of Lambdin's translation altogether.?? (2) Some propose, through mistransla- 
tion (perhaps also with a textual corruption) from the Greek, Salome referring 


15 Вјогпдаһі, "To Live and Die in Thomas 61, 87-94. 

16 Hedrick, 116. 

17 Davies, The Gospel of Thomas: Annotated and Explained, 80. 

18 Clement, Strom. 3.9.64.1. 

19 Later traditions identified her as the aunt ofJesus (combining Mk 15.40 + Jn 19.25), oras the 
mother of James and John (by combining Mk 15.40 + Matt. 27.56). According to the Gospel 
of the Egyptians, on the other hand, she was childless (Strom. 3.9.66.1-2). On Salome in 
early Christianity, see R.J. Bauckham, 'Salome the Sister of Jesus, Salome the Disciples of 
Jesus, and the Secret Gospel of Mark, NovT 33 (1991), 245-275, and Petersen, Zerstórt die 
Werke der Weiblichkeit, 195—241. 

20 Dunderberg, Beloved Disciple in Conflict, 95-96. 

21 See further Gathercole, Composition, 81-83. 

22 Layton & Lambdin, ‘The Gospel according to Thomas’, Nag Hammadi Codex 1,2-7: Volume 
One, 74-75- 
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to Jesus ‘as a stranger/ guest’ (бс E£voc = wc E £vóc + рос євох eft ova).23 (3) 
Another Greek solution, adopted by the editio princeps and DeConick, sees ewe 
€80A eh ova as a mistranslation of ос ёх tivoç (‘as whose?" ‘as from whom?').24 
(4) Attridge sees the same Greek behind the Coptic, though accented as àx 
èx ttvóc, meaning ‘as from someone (ѕресіа[)'25 (5) Some see a mistranslation 
from Syriac: Jesus comes onto Salome's couch ‘suddenly’ (mn hd’, mhd’ ^ ево 
гӣ оүг).26 Finally, (6) it has also been suggested that the Coptic might make 
sense as it stands, given that according to Excerpta Theodoti 36.1, Theodotus's 
Valentinians say that our angels were put forth in unity and cx ало évóc провА- 
Өбутєс.?7 It is hard to decide. Option (2) is attractive, because dining is a natural 
setting for a &усс (in the sense of 'guest'), but since Dunderberg has shown that 
the phrase makes sense as it stands, the interpretation that Jesus is taken to be 
from a divine realm of unity is also possible.?* To Dunderberg's reference can 
be added Steles Seth 120,32—34 (‘you have come from one ...’); cf. 122,23-25. 

61.3 Jesus said to her, ‘I am he who is from the equal.?? Equality is an 
attribute of divine perfection in various Nag Hammadi texts,3° and so Jesus’ 
response is clearly one of divine identity.?! 

61.3 Ihave been given some of what belongs to my Father. The sense here is 
not that what Jesus has is only partial, but that he shares in the unity/ equality 
of the Father. Compare Rev. 2.28, and Luke 2.49, where Jesus had to remain en 
Na TIACIODT. 

61.4 (Salome said,) ‘I am your disciple.’ As Corley has rightly said, in her 
claim to be a disciple, Salome is asserting her status as one undivided and full 


23 See e.g. Plisch, ‘Thomas in Babel’, 62-63. 

24 Guillaumont, et al., eds. Gospel according to Thomas, 34-35; DeConick, 202. 

25 Attridge, ‘Greek Equivalents of Two Coptic Phrases! 31-32. 

26 See e.g. Perrin, "Thomas: The Fifth Gospel?’ 71, and M. Wilcox, ‘Semitisms in the New 
Testament’, ANRW 2.25.2 (1984), 978-1029 (1009), for discussion of the Aramaic idiom in 
question. 

27 . Dunderberg, 'Thomas' I-sayings and the Gospel of John’, 51-53. 

28 So also Losekam, 'Einssein statt Getrenntsein’, 902. 

29 Sell, Johannine Traditions in Logion 61, 31, argues that the Coptic here betrays a Greek 
Vorlage ‘isos ho ón—"the One Being Equal (to me)"’ (from Jn 518). The language is rather 
different from Jn 5.18, however. 

30 Hedrick, 117. In the Paraphrase of Shem, the clouds are divided and unequal because of 
the wickedness of nature (3917—28). On the other hand, in the Tripartite Tractate, the 
Son's equality is a divine predicate (67,36-37), and the image of the light shares in the 
indivisibility of the light (94,28-32). 

31 Dunderberg, Beloved Disciple in Conflict, 97. 
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of light;#? it is even possible, as Corley goes on, that she is androgynous or male 
in status (cf. СТЬ 114).53 Interestingly, in Psalms of Thomas 16, Salome appeals 
to Jesus on the basis that, “[1] am not double-minded, one is my heart and one 
my intention, there is no thought in my heart that is split or divided.9* 

61.5 (Jesus said,) ‘For this reason I say, "When he becomes equal, he will 
be filled with light. But when he becomes divided, he will be filled with 
darkness.”’ Marjanen remarks that the conclusion of the saying suggests that 
Salome is not a 'masterless disciple’ in the full sense like Thomas in СТЬ 13.25 
But 61.5 is an antithetical statement that does not seem easily to allow for the 
ambiguous status that Marjanen attributes to Salome, even though ‘disciple’ 
itself may be an ambiguous term in Thomas: it can designate 'the disciples' in 
all their ignorance, but also the legitimate inheritors of paradise (GTh 19.2). 


32 Corley, ‘Salome and Jesus at Table’, go. 

зз Corley, ‘Salome and Jesus at Table’, 91—92. 

34 CRC. Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, vol. II (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1938), 223, 
lines 2-3. 

35 Магјапеп, ‘Women Disciples in Thomas’, 92. 


Logion 62' 


62.1 nexe IC xe єїх@› пн^мүсгирон rie[rünaja] [мә ]uycrupion 62.2 
пе[т]є ek oynan naay мптрє P oY 


TEK2BOYP єїнє XE 


62.1 Jesus said, ‘I speak my mysteries to those who [are worthy of my] 
mysteries. 62.2 Do not let your left hand know what your right hand is doing." 


Interpretation 


The surface link between the two sayings here is that of sharing knowledge only 
with the appropriate recipients. The question is then of whether there is also 
a substantive link in meaning. The meaning of 62.1 is clear enough, despite the 
lacuna; the difficulty lies in the meaning of the second half. Only if one derives 
the meaning of 62.2 from 62.1 can one easily forge a link between two two parts 
of the logion: in that case, those on the ‘left’ as the unworthy, and those on the 
‘right’ as the worthy—as per the perennial symbolic valuation of 'right' and 
deft’ also found in some near-contemporaneous Valentinian writings. Plisch 
criticises attempts to link the two parts of this logion as 'artificial'3 He may be 
correct, but since 62.2 is obscure to us we should not pronounce prematurely. 


Notes 


62.1 I speak my mysteries to those who are worthy of my mysteries. As Valan- 
tasis says, there is a restrictive outlook here, which differs from that in which 


1 Bibliography for СТЬ 62: M. Grosso, '"I misteri ai degni”. Un possibile testimonium del Van- 
gelo secondo Tommaso in Origene, in Matth. Comm. XIVa4' Adamantius 16 (2010), 389-398; 
idem, ‘A New Link between Origen and the Gospel of Thomas: Commentary on Matthew 1444, 
VC 65 (2011), 249-256. 

2 See e.g. Val Exp. On Bap. 41,23-27; Gos. Phil. G0,27—28; Gos. Truth 32,5-17; cf. Irenaeus, АН 
2.24.6. The phenomenon is widespread in religious and other discourse across many cultures, 
See R. Hertz, "The Pre-eminence of the Right Hand: A Study in Religious Polarity’, in В. Need- 
ham, ed. Right and Left: Essays on Dual Symbolic Classification (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1973), 3-31, and G.E.R. Lloyd, ‘Right and Left in Greek Philosophy’, 167-186 in the same 
volume. 

з Plisch, 154 n. 1. 
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the emphasis is more on the access of many to Jesus' revelation (e.g. GTh 28).* 
It resembles the more exclusive sayings such as the pearls-before-swine logion 
(GTh 93). There is an emphasis on the important christological point that Jesus 
is a revealer (cf. e.g. GTh 17). 

62.2 Do not let your left hand know what your right hand is doing. In 
the Matthean parallel to this saying (Matt. 6.3), the point of the aphorism is 
that—contrary to the hypocrite who trumpets his largesse—the disciple of 
Jesus is not even to let his left hand know when his right hand is giving alms. 
Hedrick suggests this, but only as one possibility.5 Commentators who see 62.2 
as disconnected from 62.1 often resort to rather banal interpretations, such as 
‘single-mindedness in any endeavour" or [doing] what is necessary for its own 
sake." Also possible is some kind of symbolic valuation of ‘right’ and ‘left’ hands, 
one application of which has already been noted. 


кирини 

4 Valantasis, 140—141. 

5 Hedrick, ug. There is nothing in GTh 62 or its vicinity to encourage such an interpretation, 
and Thomas may even be averse to the indiscriminate almsgiving envisaged in the Sermon 

on the Mount (cf. GTh 14). 

Hedrick, 119. 


Plisch, 154. 


Logion 63' 


63.1 nexe 1С xe ney oypwne пплоүсоюс eytiraq Anay gag Нхрнма 63.2 
nexay хє PNAPXPM NNAXPHMA XEKAAC 


ii xo rrrac[e [сг &raroce NTA- 
Hoye ANacewMp Нкар'пос Gina Xe tup opas? RAaay 63.3 м^е NE nequeeye 
epooy eH negent ayw гп тоүаи erAnHay aquoy 63.4 пєтєүй Haxe нноф` 
HàPpeq'caxrH 


63.1 Jesus said, 'There was a rich man who had a lot of money. 63.2 He said, 
“I shall make use of my money, so that I may sow, reap, plant, and fill my 
store with produce, so that I lack nothing." 63.3 Such were his thoughts, but 
that very night he died. 63.4 He who has ears, let him hear’ 


Interpretation 


This is the sixth of Thomas's 14 parables (see comment above on GTh 8). There 
are two principal points of dispute in GTh 63 (paralleled in Luke 12.16-20; cf. 
Sir. 1.л9).2 

First, what story is being told? It is a challenge to come to this parable 
without reading the Lukan account into it. Valantasis, for example, simply 
assumes—like Luke—that this is a ‘rich farmer who intended to invest in 
order to produce even greater wealth.? Hedrick thinks the opposite: 'Thomas's 
protagonist is a wealthy investor who intends on becoming a farmer’ The 
economic potential of such a move is hardly underestimated by the rich man 
in 63.2: "The rich owned impregnable granaries: they could store the harvest, 


in expectation of profit at times of scarcity, when they could sell their grain 


1 Bibliography for СТЬ 63: Birdsall, ‘Luke XII. 16 ff. and the Gospel of Thomas, 332-336; J- 
M. Sevrin, 'Un groupement de trois paraboles contre les richesses dans l Évangile selon 
Thomas. EvTh 63, 64, 65, in J. Delmore, ed. Les Paraboles évangéliques: Perspectives nou- 
velles (Paris: Cerf, 1989), 425-439; Hedrick, Parables as Poetic Fictions: The Creative Voice of 
Jesus, 142-163; Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 87-96; J.P. Meier, ‘Is Luke's Version of the 
Parable of the Rich Fool Reflected in the Coptic Gospel of Thomas?', СВО 74 (2012), 528- 
547. 

2 The Lukan version is probably influenced by Sirach i1, but Thomas's version is more distant 
from the version in Sirach. 

3 Valantasis, 141. 


4 Hedrick, 120; Leipoldt, Evangelium nach Thomas, 68, had already argued for this view. 
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at a high price. Unlike the subsistence farmer, they could *defeat time", as 
Brown puts it? If we bracket our knowledge of Luke, Hedrick's interpretation 
is unavoidable. 

Secondly, what is the point of the parable in Thomas? It seems unlikely that 
the protagonist is an example of a great man who is able to achieve a lot in his 
lifetime (with the parable being read allegorically about spiritual wealth).9 It is 
also not necessarily 'contre les richesses'per se, as in the title of Sevrin's article. 
Noris it quite as general as ‘man proposes, God disposes.” The point here seems 
to be an attack on commerce, especially when it is concerned with establishing 
a self-sufficiency in which one might claim to ‘lack nothing’ (63.2) because of 
material prosperity.* 

This is confirmed by the location of GTh 63 as the first of a trio of parables 
warning against involvement in commerce: 


СТЬ 63: Parable of the Rich Fool: 
rich man uses money so as to lack nothing; 
GTh64: Parable of the Banquet: 
those involved in business are prevented from access to banquet; 
GTh65:  Parable of the Wicked Tenants: 
vineyard owner fails to receive hoped-for fruit and suffers catastro- 
phe. 


Notes 


63.1 There was a rich man who had alot of money. The introduction ‘there was 
а... man’ may reflect the influence of Luke.? As noted above, it is not clear that 
the man is a farmer at the outset. 

63.2 He said, "I shall make use of my money, so that I may sow, reap, plant, 
and fill my store with produce, so that I lack nothing.” 63.3 makes it clear that 
the ‘saying’ in 63.2 is interior monologue.'? Presumably, the man himself will 


5 C. Leyser, ‘Just How Rich Can a Christian Be?’ (Review of Peter Brown, Through the Eye of 

a Needle), TLS әл (December 2012), 13-14 (13). 

Schrage, Verháltnis, 132-133. 

Plisch, 155; cf. Hedrick, 120. 

Lindemann, ‘Gleichnisinterpretation’, 229; Valantasis, 141; Pokorny, 108. 

See Meier, ‘Luke's Version of the Parable of the Rich Fool’, 543-544- 

10 Оп this interior monologue and its possible Lukan antecedent, see Meier, ‘Luke's Version 
of the Parable of the Rich Fool’, 544—546. 
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not do the hard work. He aims to become a landowner who will be able to store 
up grain with the ultimate aim of being self-sufficient without working himself. 
63.3 Such were his thoughts, but that very night he died. On sudden death 
despite such plans, cf. Sir. 11.19; Jas 4.13-14. 
63.4 He who has ears, let him hear." Cf. GTh 8; 21; 24, 65 and 96, and see 
note on GTh 8. 


11 Birdsall, ‘Luke XII. 16ff. and the Gospel of Thomas’, 332—336, notes that this formula 
appears appended to the Lukan version of the parable in some late manuscripts, but 


attributes little significant to this since the formula is often added to Gospel pericopae, 
especially in lectionaries. 


Logion бл! 


64.1 NEXE IC XE OYPMUE NEYÄTAY 2 R09HHO хү NTAPEYCOBTE HILAITINON ay- 
хооү HMEY2HPAX INA EqNATMeM ннаунмнов! 64.2 ayga Hrigopr? nexay 
Nad’ XE пәховс TWA AHOK 64.3 MEXAY XE OYNTAE! eR?OMT" аәємємпорос 
CENNHY Gapoei cpoyee FNABWK` frrxovee схрнє NAY Pris patret HNAINNON 
64.4 AYBMK aya Keoya riexaq naq xe ara xoeic тори HHoK 64.5 riexaq 
NAY XE хєггооү оүне aya ceparrei мов! йоүгнмєр^ Tuacpqe a(n) 64.6 a- 
«61 Ma Keoya nexay NAq XE rr xo eic тары Anor 64.7 riexa«q nay XE nag- 
BHP NAP GEACET AY ANOK ETNAP AINNON {хау AN T Pria patrTet AMAINNON® 
64.8 a« Bc? Ga KEOYA TEXAY NAY XE nxoeic торм ймок` 64.9 пеҳаҷ NA 
XE ACITOOY йоүкоми севик` a xi Hawn Psa AN фрпармте 64.10 aqel Now 
M2MZAX AYXOOC лпеҷховіс XE NENTAKTASMOY ANAIMNON AYTAPAITEI 64.11 
NEXE пҳоєс HNEYLMPAR XE BAK’ ENCA NBOA ANZIOOYE NETKNAZE EPOOY E- 
moy AEKAAC EYNAPAITNE! 64.12 Rpeqroov мй меаот[є ceuas]ax an єгоүм 
ємтопос Hrisiaxr? 


64.1 Jesus said, ‘A man was having some guests. And when he had prepared 
the dinner, he sent his servant to summon the guests. 64.2 He went to the 
first and said to him, “My master summons you.” 64.3 He said, T have some 
claims against some merchants. They are coming to me in the evening. Тат 
going to give them orders. Please excuse me from the dinner.” 64.4 He went 
to another and said to him, “My master has summoned. you." 64.5 He said to 
him, "I have bought a house and am required today. Ishall not have the spare 
time." 64.6 He went to another and said to him, "My master summons you." 
64.7 He said to him, "My friend is getting married, and I am to arrange the 
dinner. Ishall not be able to come. Please excuse me from the dinner." 64.8 He 
went to another and said to him, "My master summons you.” 64.9 He said to 
him, ‘Ihave bought a village. Iam going to collect the rent. I shall not be able 
to come. Please excuse me.” 64.10 The servant came and said to his master, 
"Those whom you invited to the dinner have asked to be excused.” 64.11 The 


1 Bibliography for GTh 64: J.D. McCaughey, "Two Synoptic Parables in the Gospel of Thomas; 
ABR 8 (1960), 24-28; Schrage, Verhältnis, 133-137; Sevrin, ‘Un groupement de trois paraboles 
contre les richesses, 425-439; G.E. Sterling, ‘“Where Two or Three are Gathered": The Tradi- 
tion History of the Parable of the Banquet (Matt. 221-14/Luke 1416-24/GThom 64), in J. Frey, 
J. Schröter & E.E. Popkes, eds. Das Thomasevangelium: Entstehung—Rezeption—Theologie 
(BZNW 157; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008), 95-121 (including Greek and Coptic synopses 
on 112-121). 
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master said to his servant, "Go outside to the streets and bring whomever 
you find, so that they may dine.” 64.12 Businessmen and mercha([nts will not 
en]ter the places of my Father’ 


Interpretation 


This parable is the seventh of Thomas's parables (on these, see ad GTh 8), and 
the longest saying in Thomas. It clearly is part allegory, as is the Lukan parallel 
(Lk. 14.12-24; cf. Matt. 22.1-14).2 The concluding aphorism in 64.12 makes the 
point of the parable clear, such that (i) the host is the Father, (ii) the places 
in the banquet are 'places' in the kingdom, (iii) the guests who refuse to come 
are those who refuse to enter the kingdom, and (iv) the excuses of the invited 
guests in the parable stand for the encumbrances of business arrangments 
which prevent people from becoming disciples.? This is the second of a trio 
of parables (GTh 63-65) pronouncing against the evils of commerce and its 
incompatibility with true discipleship. The guests had initially intended to 
attend the banquet (see on 64.1 below), but were prevented from doing so 
because of their commercial activities. 


Notes 


64.1 A man was having some guests. And when he had prepared the dinner, he 
sent his servant to summon the guests. This opening statement presupposes 
'the practice of first sending an invitation to a guest and then summoning them 
at the time that the meal is ready*^ The servants should not be seen as divine 
figures, despite the peculiar writing of eugax: the word is not a nomen sacrum, 


because there is no abbreviation (the line above also does not cover the whole 
word, as is normal).5 


2 Contra Sterling, who remarks on the 'absence of an allegorical understanding of the parable 
in Thomas' ("Where Two or Three are Gathered', 106). It is true, however, that there is not any 
salvation historical allegory involving the destruction of Jerusalem, as in the rough parallel 
in Matthew (Lindemann, ‘Gleichnisinterpretation’, 231—232, and Sevrin, ‘Un groupement de 
trois paraboles contre les richesses" 432). 

3 Sterling, ‘Where Two or Three are Gathered’, 105. 

Sterling, "Where Two or Three are Gathered’, 98, citing as parallels Esth. 5.8; 6.14 and Philo, 
Opif. 78. 
5 Contra Valantasis, 144—145. 
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64.2 He went to the first and said to him, “Му master summons you." This 
terse way of speaking by the servant perhaps taps into a stereotype: cf. the 
first spoken words of the Republic from the servant of Polemarchus to Socrates: 
'Polemarchus tells you to wait' ( Rep. 327B). 

64.3 He said, "I have some claims against some merchants. They are com- 
ing to me in the evening. I am going to give them orders. Please excuse me 
from the dinner.” On гонт as a ‘claim’ or loan, cf. Crum 678a, where дф Аца 
is given as an equivalent in Deut. 24.10. 

64.4 He went to another and said to him, “My master has summoned you.” 
See on 64.2 above. The change of tense from present to perfect is insignificant. 

64.5 He said to him, “I have bought a house and am required today. I 
shall not have the spare time.” ‘The house-buying does not appear in the 
Matthean or Lukan parallel. Sterling attributes its presence to ‘either the tra- 
dition behind Thomas or Thomas used Deuteronomy 20 to expand the list of 
potential excuses! However, the ‘excuse’ in Deuteronomy 20.5 belongs to the 
man who has built a house and should dedicate it. The link between Deut. 20.6- 
7 and Thomas is not strong: Thomas is further away from Deuteronomy than 
Luke in his talk of buying a village not a farm/ vineyard, and in the reference to 
the friend getting married. 

64.6 He went to another and said to him, "My master summons you.” 
Cf. 64.2 and 64.4. 

64.7 He said to him, “My friend is getting married and I am to arrange the 
dinner. I shall not be able to come. Please excuse me from the dinner” Per- 
haps the apparent difference between this case and the other more commercial 
excuses evaporates if we read the marriage as the same kind of transaction as 
the cases of business.” In any event, if the meal is a ‘catered affair’, it is a business 
transaction for this invitee:8 ‘this too would probably have involved a consider- 
able outlay of funds, and all for the folly of a feast’9 

64.8 He went to another and said to him, “My master summons you.” 
Cf. 64.2, 64.4, and 64.6. 

64.9 He said to him, “I have bought a village. I am going to collect the 
rent. I shall not be able to come. Please excuse me.” Arnal here adduces a 
helpful parallel from an inscription, which refers to villages as the property of 


6 Sterling, ‘Where Two or Three are Gathered’, 105. 
Blomberg, ‘The Parables of the Gospel of Thomas; 188, comments that the shift from groom to 
best man reflects strong aversion to marriage in Gnostic circles, which is possible but overly 
speculative, and may not apply in the case of Thomas. 
Hedrick, 121. 

g Patterson, Gospel of Thomas and Jesus, 142. 
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asingle person.!? This is hardly a normal situation, however, since the owneris 
Ptolemaios, ‘military governor and chief priest of Koile Syria and Phoinike™ 

64.10 The servant came and said to his master, "Those whom you invited 
to the dinner have asked to be excused.” On the writing of eu?aX, see above on 
64.1. 

64.11 The master said to his servant, "Go outside to the streets and bring 
whomever you find, so that they may dine.” On the writing of ?i93X, see above 
on 644. The reference here may have been to gentiles in earlier versions of the 
parables, but this probably was no longer the sense within Thomas.” 

64.12 Businessmen and merchants will not enter the places of my Father. 
Cf. Zech. 14.21b. Lowe comments, a little speculatively, that there is a possible 
allusion here to the cleansing of the temple, in which case it may be that GTh 64 
was drawn from a source in which this parable is connected to that incident, 
or was at least spoken in the temple: this is the case for the loose Matthean 
parallel (Matt. 22.1—14), but not the Lukan (Lk. 14.12-24).!* 


10 Arnal, ‘Rhetoric of Marginality’, 467; the reference is to Y.H. Landau, ‘A Greek Inscription 
Found near Hefzibah’, IEJ 16 (1966), 54—70 (59-61, ll. 22-23), where the property consists 
of ‘villages belong to me as property’. 

11 Landau, ‘A Greek Inscription Found near Hefzibah’, 66. 

12 СЕ Pokorny, 110. 

13 M.F. Lowe, ‘From the Parable of the Vineyard to a Pre-Synoptic Source, NTS 28 (1982), 
257—263 (259). 

14 Cf. the discussion of the common order of GTh 64—66 and the Synoptics in Lowe, 'Parable 
of the Vineyard’, 260; McArthur, ‘The Gospel according to Thomas’, 65-66, and Gathercole, 
Composition, 131. 


Logion 65! 


65.1 nexaq xe оүромє AxpH[...]c weywr[aq] NoyMa Rexoo^e aqTaaq 
R[e]Rovoeie qma eva P ews epog Rqxi [R]neqkap'rioc &rooroy 65.2 aq- 
XOOY Hileq?M?AX Xekaac ємоүовїє Nat Naq Hirikaprioc Anma NEAOOAE 65.3 
күємҗгтє Hrieqe H2AX AYLIOYE єроҷ` NE кєкоүє NE RCeHOOY Tq, arie HPAX вак 
aqxooc erteqxoeic 65.4 nexe rieqxoeic xe negak Hin(ov)covoh(q) 65.5 
AqXOOY RKe?H?AX ANOYOELE 210YE єпкєоүх 65.6 TOTE arxoeic xooy Hrieq- 
QHPE пєҗхәч` Xe мєаулк` CENAMINE LUTT Hriaayupe 65.7 aWovoeie ETHNAY 
ENEL CECOOYN XE NTOY пе MeKAHPONOMOC Anua R6X00A6 aysongq AYMOOYTY 
65.8 пєтєүн uaa xe HNO apeg cort 


651 He said, A [...] man had a vineyard. He leased it to farmers so that they 
would work it, and he would receive its produce from them. 65.2 He sent his 
servant so that the farmers might give him the produce ofthe vineyard. 65.3 
They seized his servant and struck him, nearly killing him. The servant went 


1 Bibliography for GTh 65: McCaughey, "Two Synoptic Parables in the Gospel of Thomas, 24- 
28; Schrage, Verhältnis, 137—145; J.D. Crossan, ‘The Parable of the Wicked Husbandmen; JBL 90 
(1971), 451-465; J.A. T. Robinson, ‘The Parable of the Wicked Husbandmen: A Test of Synoptic 
Relationships’, NTS 21 (1975), 443—461; K. Snodgrass, "The Parable of the Wicked Husbandmen: 
Is the Gospel of Thomas Version the Original? NTS 21 (1975), 142-144; W.G. Morrice, ‘The 
Parable of the Tenants and the Gospel of Thomas’, ExpT 98 (1986-1987), 104-107; B. Dehand- 
schutter, ‘La parabole des vignerons homicides (Mc., XII, 1-12) et l' évangile selon Thomas, in 
M. Sabbe, ed. L'Évangile selon Marc: Tradition et Rédaction (BETL 34; Leuven: Unversity Press/ 
Leuven: Peeters, 1988), 203-220; B.B. Scott, Hear Then the Parable: A Commentary on the Para- 
bles of Jesus (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1989), 237-253; Sevrin, ‘Un groupement de trois paraboles 
contre les richesses, 425—439; W.E. Arnal, "The Parable ofthe Tenants and the Class Conscious- 
ness of the Peasantry’, in M. Desjardins & S.G. Wilson, eds. Text and Artifact in the Religions 
of Mediterranean Antiquity (Waterloo, ON: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 2000), 135-157; 
J. Kloppenborg, The Tenants in the Vineyard: Ideology, Economics, and Agrarian Conflict in 
Jewish Palestine (Tübingen: Mohr, 2006); E. Van Eck, ‘The Tenants in the Vineyard (GThom 
65/Mark 12:1-12): A Realistic and Social-Scientific Reading’, HTS 63 (2007), 909-936; C. Quar- 
les, ‘The Use of the Gospel of Thomas in the Research on the Historical Jesus of John Dominic 
Crossan’, СВО 69 (2007), 517—536 (524—534); C. Gianotto, Il Vangelo secondo Tommaso е il 
problema storico di Gesù’, in E. Prinzivalli, ed. Lenigma Gesù. Fonti e metodi della ricerca stor- 
іса (Rome: Carocci, 2008), 68-93 (73-78); J.P. Meier, ‘The Parable of the Wicked Tenants in 
the Vineyard: Is the Gospel of Thomas Independent of the Synoptics?, in C.W. Skinner & 
KR. Iverson, eds. Unity and Diversity in the Gospels and Paul: Essays in Honor of Frank J. Mat- 
era (SBLECL 7; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2012), 129-145; Gathercole, Composition, 
188-194. 
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and told his master. 65.4 The master said, “Perhaps (they) did not recognize 
(him)." 65.5 He sent another servant. The tenants struck this one too. 65.6 
Then the owner sent his son and said, "Perhaps they will respect my son." 65.7 
Since those tenants knew that he was the heir to the vineyard, they seized him 
and killed him. 65.8 He who has ears, let him hear.’ 


Textual Comment 


Three minor points can be dealt with briefly. The word гырх (‘servant’) in 
65.2—3, 5, is written in a way which has suggested to some that it is intended 
as a nomen sacrum; this is not correct (see note on GTh 64.1 above). In 65.4, 
the manuscript perhaps has ueajax for newak, and clearly has tineq'coyowoy, 
which most editors emend to Anoy coyawn«q. 

This saying also has one of the most difficult textual problems in Thomas. 
The question is over the identity of the man, for which there are two main 
options: is he ‘a kind man’ (oypwue üxpu[cro]c), or is he ‘а usurer' (oypone 
fixpu[ctu]c).? The decision is relevant to how the scene іп СТЬ 65 is set: is the 
owner of the vineyard positively or negatively valued? We will examine first the 
‘kind man’ interpretation. 

Understanding the protagonist as а ‘kind man’ was instinctive to some early 
interpreters of Thomas given that (i) in the Synoptic parallel, the vineyard 
owner represented God. Grant and Freedman simply assume the owner to be 
a positive figure.? Nordsieck notes further that (ii) христос appears nearby, 
in СТЬ до, and (iii) given Thomas's dualistic outlook, it is likely that one 
party is good and the other evil, and so it makes sense to see the owner as 
good in contrast to the undoubtedly wicked tenants.4 One might add (iv) that 

the adjacent saying about the rejection of the stone looks like a reference to 

eae эы шч обы жердш ды 

a connotation of naivety as er jh | uis n ne eins i dese i 

description of the owner with his "owe E Nada a A aa 
ile attempts to get his produce.5 


In favour of xpucroc are Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins, 139; Ménard, 166, and Blomberg, 
"[he Parables of the Gospel of Thomas’; for христис, see e.g. Arnal, "The Parable of the 
Tenants'; Kloppenborg, Tenants in the Vineyard. 

3 Grant & Freedman, 171-172. 

4 Nordsieck, 253. 


5 LSJ, 2007 (‘ypyatédc’) II 4b, (sometimes) simple, silly’. 
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On the other hand, none of these points is unassailable. In particular, one 
cannot, against (i), assume that the meaning of the parable in Thomas will be 
the same as that in the Synoptics. Against (iv), itis not necessarily the case that 
adjacent sayings in Thomas are mutually illuminating. 

In part because of these criticisms, a number of interpreters (probably now 
in the majority) see the owner as a negative figure, and so give a text and 
translation which refers to a usurer. Pokorny remarks that (i) there is nothing 
in the parable to suggest that the figure is positive.” Indeed, (ii) it looks as 
though the deal arranged is rather an extortionate one: according to 65.1 the 
tenants do all the work and the owner receives all the produce? Certainly 
there is no kindness involved in the deal; it is strictly business? Although 
хрнстос does appear in Thomas, (iii) more immediate are references in GTh 
63 to Нхримх (63.1) and чархро ймлхрнма (63.2). GTh 64 perhaps refers to 
claims upon debts in 64.3, which would support a reference to a xpuctuc; the 
same parable also has a reference to the collection of rent. Lending at interest 
also appears іп GTh 95 and 109.1 Finally, Arnal argues (iv) for xpactuc on the 
basis of Thomas's tendency to describe the professions or social standing ofhis 
characters." 

These arguments are not impregnable either. Against (i), although there 
is nothing clearly positive about the owner, there is nothing clearly negative 
either. Point (ii) is not necessarily correct in seeing an exploitative arrange- 
ment: read literally, the tenants get nothing at all, but it is hard to imagine that 
sheer slave labour is referred to in GTh 65. Arnal's argument (iv) is not decisive, 
as Thomas also likes to describe their attributes (e.g. the ‘wise’ fisherman in 
GTh 8.1; the ‘rich’ man in 63.1). Two further points not often recognised should 
also be noted against the xpucruc or ‘usurer’ interpretation. First, the contest 
between the two options is not an even one: the Greek word хрўстус is con- 
siderably less common than ҳрустёс̧. The former does not appear in the LXX, 
NT, Philo or Josephus, by comparison with hundreds of occurrences of the lat- 
ter.? For what it is worth, TLG shows that xprjow in the nom. sing. appears 49 
times in its corpus, xpyotóç in the nom. masc. sing. 1683 times. Secondly, it is 


6 Pokorny, 111. 

7 Pokorný, 113. 

8 Arnal, ‘Parable of the Tenants’, 140-141; Plisch, 161. 

9 Plisch, 160. 

10 Some of these parallels are noted by Dehandschutter, ‘Parabole’, 218, and Sevrin, ‘Trois 
paraboles’, 437. 

11 Arnal, ‘Parable of the Tenants’, 142-143. 

12 According to Bibleworks software. 
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sometimes assumed, as we have seen, that христис fits the parable much better, 
but in fact there is nothing to suggest in the parable that the protagonist—even 
if a villain—is specifically a usurer at all. хрўстус̧ means ‘creditor’, 'usurer, 
‘debtor’, according to 1.5] but the man in СТЬ 65 is apparently none of these 
things: he is a landlord. 

In the end, it is probably necessary to admit defeat and acknowledge that it 
is simply very difficult to know. Hedrick is one example of a commentator who 
wisely sees that the better part of valour is discretion in this instance. 


Interpretation 


This is the eighth of Thomas's parables (on these, see ad GTh 8). The interpre- 
tation of this parable (cf. Mk 12.1-9; Matt. 22.33-41; Lk. 20.9-16) only partially 
hinges on the unknown designation of the vineyard-owner just discussed, and 
so itis possible to see some of the key points. There are two main types ofinter- 
pretation.!5 

The first sees a reference to a saviour figure. Popkes takes the reference to 
the killing ofthe son as a reference to the death of Jesus, comparing GTh 55 and 
71.6 Schrage, similarly, saw the killing as the refusal of the Gnostic messenger," 
and McCaughey saw this accentuated in the statement 'perhaps he did not 
recognize them’ (or vice versa) in 65.4.'* One difficulty with this interpretation 
lies in its indebtedness to the Synoptic interpretation. In particular, Thomas 
does not think, as do the Synoptics, in terms of the coming of Jesus as the climax 
in aseries of divine embassies; compare the negative picture of prophets in GTh 
52. This view also depends entirely on the vi neyard-owner being ‘good’. Thomas 
has none of the christological overtones in the Synoptics: Mark’s mention of the 


son as ‘beloved’ (12.6) is absent, as is the note in Matthew and Luke that the son 
is killed outside the vineyard.19 


13 Gianotto, ‘Il Vangelo secondo Tommaso e il problema storico di С 
(‘rich’), but I have not been 
14 Hedrick, 124. 


zest, 76, translates ‘ricco’ 
able to find this as an equivalent of xpfjoxrc. 


15 Scott's interpretation of the parable as about the failure to grasp wisdom is probably too 
distant from the particulars of the parable (Hear then the Parable, 245). 

16 Popkes, ‘Die Umdeutung des Todes Jesu im koptischen Thomasevangelium,, 515. 

17 Schrage, Verhältnis, 144-145. 

18 — McCaughey, ‘Two Synoptic Parables’, 25. 

19  McCaughey, ‘Two Synoptic Parables’, 26. 
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The second main interpretation sees the parable as a tale of the woes of 
involvement in commerce.?? This view is almost certainly correct. GTh 65 is 
the last in a trio of parables about being involved in business.?! In fact, however, 
itis not so much the morality of business which is treated here but rather the 
fruitlessness and even danger of it.?? In this respect, the parable of the Tenants 
matches its two predecessors: 


GTh63: The Rich Fool—he intends to fill his store but dies; 

GTh64: The Banquet—the guests intend to attend a banquet, but cannot 
because of business transactions; 

GTh65: Wicked Tenants—the owner intends to receive fruit but suffers loss 
(and tenants seek a vineyard but thereby become murderous). 


Like the rich fool and those invited to the banquet, then, the vineyard owner 
misses out on what he had hoped for because he had not reckoned on the 
ruthlessness of the tenants.?? This climactic parable of the three thus highlights 
not only that the relevant characters miss out on what they had hoped to 
gain, but also that involvement in worldly transactions can actually lead to 
catastrophic loss.24 


Notes 


651 A... man had a vineyard. The dispute over the lacuna here is discussed 
above. Like Luke, indeed even more so, Thomas omits the reference to Isaiah 
in the scene-setting.?5 Isaiah 5 also surfaces later in Mk 12.9 and parallels, but 
Thomas has ended the parable by this time. 


20 Sevrin, ‘Un groupement de trois paraboles contre les richesses; 438 

21 See esp. Sevrin, ‘Un groupement de trois paraboles contre les richesses’; e.g. Dehandschut- 
ter, ‘La parabole' 217—218 also links to previous two. 

22 Rightly, Valantasis, 144: ‘the way of commerce satisfied neither party’; Hedrick, 125, sees 
the point as ‘the hazards of involvement with the “world”. 

23 Kloppenborg, Tenants in the Vineyard, 250, links the protagonist of GTh 65 with characters 
in GTh 63-64. 

24 Pace Van Eck, ‘The Tenants in the Vineyard’, 933-934, it is unclear that the vineyard owner 
emerges as an honorable character. А 

25  Itisprobably not a conscious 'deletion' (so Grant & Freedman, 172); rather Thomas omits 
the scene-setting in order to get to the point of the story, or simply because he is most 
familiar with the Lukan version. 
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65.4 He leased it to farmers so that they would work it, and he would 
receive its produce from them. By comparison with the Synoptics (and com- 
mon sense), the deal appears very much an unequal one: they work, and he 
receives the produce (cf. ‘some of the produce’ in Mk 12.2).?5 Indeed, one might 
even say that this is an unrealistic element in contrast to that of the бунари 
tics.27 This may simply be a compressed statement, however, unless—as is 
not obvious—the parable is meant to be completely unrealistic at the outset. 
Hedrick notes that the reference could be to 'its' (the vineyard's) or 'his' (the 
owner's) produce.?* 

65.2 He sent his servant. As in the previous saying, the servants should not 
be seen as divine figures, despite the peculiar writing of 17a) (see Interpreta- 
tion of GTh 64 above ).?? 

65.2 So that the farmers might give him the produce of the vineyard. 
Thomas shares with Luke a final clause with this syntax, rather than Matthew's 
and Mark’s ‘so that he might receive some of the produce from the farmers'39 

65.3 They seized his servant and struck him, nearly killing him. The ser- 
vant went and told his master. In contrast to the Synoptics, Thomas alone has 
a servant reporting back to the vineyard owner. 

65.4 The master said, "Perhaps they did not recognize him." This sense 
is the result of an emendation: the text reads instead, 'Perhaps he did not 
recognise them’, which is improbable. This clause is rightly understood by 
Meier as an attempt to rationalise the sending of a further envoy:?! this is 
a feature of Thomas's parables.?? The 'perhaps' is probably the result of the 
influence of Luke's ‘perhaps’ in Lk. 20.13 (cf. GTh 65.6). 

65.5 He sent another servant. The tenants struck this one too. The second 
in the sequence of envoys, who receives the same harsh treatment as the first, 
but is not killed like the son. 

65.6 Then the owner sent his son and said, "Perhaps they will respect my 
son.” The son is the third, climactic envoy. As in 65.4, the ‘perhaps’ is probably 
the result of the influence of Luke's ‘perhaps’ in Lk. 20.13. 


26 Arnal, ‘Parable of the Tenants’, 140—141; Van Eck, "The ‘Tenants in the Vineyard’, 924. 
27 Contra the emphasis in Kloppenborg, Tenants in the Vineyard, 3, and passim. 

28 Hedrick, 124. 

29 Contra Valantasis, 144-145. 

30 К. Snodgrass, The Parable of the Wicked Tenants (Tübingen: Mohr, 1983), 52. 

31 Meier, ‘The Parable of the Wicked Tenants’, 140. 

32 See comment on 41.2 above, and further, Osborn, ‘Parable and Exposition’, 11-22. 
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65.7 Since those tenants knew that he was the heir to the vineyard, they 
seized him and killed him. In anticipation of Kloppenborg's argument for a 
quasi-legal background here (he sees Thomas as reflecting legal reality better 
than the Synoptics),?? Montefiore comments that ‘it is hardly necessary to 
imagine that the original story turned on a nice point of law. It seems that the 
labourers in the parable were the kind of people who believed that possession 
is nine-tenths of the law'?* Notably, Thomas ends the story earlier than do 
Matthew, Mark, and Luke, who all describe the vineyard owner as avenging 
himself, killing the tenants and giving the vineyard to others. The quotation 
from Psalm 118 in the Synoptics' versions appears in Thomas in a discrete saying 
next in GTh 66. 

65.8 He who has ears, let him hear. On Thomas's use of this aphorism, see 
comment above on GTh 8.4. 


33 Kloppenborg, Tenants in the Vineyard, 330-334. 
34 Montefiore & Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists, 49-50. 


Logion 66' 


пєхє IC XE MATCEBOE! EN@MNE MAEI NTAYCTOY EBON Nol NET KM@T NTOY NE 
roue кое? 


Jesus said, ‘Show me the stone which the builders rejected—that is the 
corner-stone.’ 


Interpretation 


This saying derives ultimately from Psalm 118.22 ({ 117.22).? There is a common 
theme of rejection in GTh 65-66, even if the link may be of no interpretive 
significance.? While СТЬ 65-66 and the Synoptics share a common order at 
this point (cf. Mk 12.179 * 10-11 and parallels), Thomas interrupts the link with 
a fresh ‘Jesus said’ at the beginning of GTh 66. Clearly the principal theme 
here is the rejection by the ignorant world of what is of crucial importance, 
the irony being that people who should recognise it do not. The 'stone' could 
be:* (1) Jesus;? (2) his message/ gnosis;? (3) a combination of these two; or (4) 
the community.8 

Even if GTh 65 is not centred upon Jesus, GTh 66 is still likely to refer to 
him—perhaps including his words. Rejection of Jesus is widespread in Thomas: 
in 28, he found the world blind and unrepentant; in GTh 16 people misunder- 
stand his mission; in 43, the disciples, like the Jews, do not realize who he is; 
in 52, the disciples set him aside; in 91, the disciples fail to recognize him. A 


1 Bibliography for GTh 66: See bibliography for GTh 65, and in 
Cornerstone": An Aramaism in the Diatessaron and the G 
285-300. 

2 Cf Matt. 21.42/ Mk 1240/ Lk. 20.17; Ac. 4.11; 1Pet. 2. 


à 7; Barn. 6.4; Irenaeus, AH 4.334. 
Cf. Arnal, 'Parable of the Tenants’, 145, who claims that the two sayings have nothing to do 
with one another. 


addition, T. Baarda, ‘“The 
ospel of Thomas? NovT 37 (1995), 


4 The parallel in Ref. 5.7.35, where Adam(as) is the chief corner-stone has not led interpreters 
to attribute the same view to Thomas. 

5 DeConick, 218; Nordsieck, 259; Pokorny, ил includes in the conception of Jesus 'the inner 

divine substance of humanity that he represents’. 

Hedrick, 128. 

Grosso, 202. 

8 Valantasis, 148. 


ч 
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range of groups, then, reject Jesus in Thomas—the world/ people, the Jews, the 
disciples. Although, it is difficult to see any specific group as ‘the builders’, it is 
likely that Jesus is the ‘cornerstone’, although this might well also extend to his 
message as well. 


Notes 


Jesus said. In the attribution of this saying to Jesus, Thomas reflects his stance of 
distance from, or hostility to, the Old Testament. It is unclear which, however: 
Grant & Freedman comment that Thomas ‘deletes’ the reference to reading 
what is written,? whereas Goodacre emphasises the distance (cf. СТЬ 20; 21; 65), 
stating that the knowledge of the OT in Thomas is simply mediated through the 
Gospels here as elsewhere.!? As we have noted in connection with GTh 17, there 
was something of a tendency in early Christianity to attribute OT language to 
Jesus." 

Show me. Thomas's verb here is the most obviously distinctive feature in 
GTh 66. Schrage's comment that this comes from the Synoptics' Render unto 
Caesar pericope (Matt. 22.19/ Lk. 20.24) is possible, but impossible to prove.” 
In its favour are the points that in Luke, the pericopes are adjacent, and the 
Sahidic NT has at Luke 20.24 uxcaso the same grammatical form as appears 
in GTh 66 with merely a variation in spelling. This (and other evidence in 
Crum 434b) demonstrates that Plisch's rendering ‘educate me’ is unneces- 
sary.!3 

As Ps. 118.22 and the Synoptic versions stand, there is the slight oddity of 
beginning with a free-standing accusative. 1 Peter deals with this awkwardness 
in one way: it turns it into a nominative. Thomas deals with it a different way, 
by supplying a main verb for the object ‘the stone’. 

The stone which the builders rejected—that is the corner-stone. A link 
with the wording of the Diatessaron Haarense is extremely tenuous, as Baarda 


9 Grant & Freedman, 172. 

10 Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 189-190. It seems extremely unlikely that Thomas drew 
on the Hebrew text of Ps. 18. So Baarda ‘Cornerstone’, 294 n. 41, rightly, against Quispel, 
‘Thomasevangelium und Altes Testament, 2.47. 

11 See Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘La valoración de los dichos no canónicos’, 410, noting the 
phenomenon in Hebrews and Justin; cf. Gathercole, Composition, 241-242. 

12 Schrage, Verháltnis, 146. 

13 Plisch, 163. 
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has shown.!^ ‘Cornerstone’ may be closer to 1 Pet. 2.6 (cf. Eph. 2.20) than to the 


Synoptics' ‘capstone’, but in 1Pet. 2.7 the cornerstone is in any case identified 
with the ‘capstone’ of Ps. 118. 


14 Baarda, ‘The Cornerstone’. 


Logion 67' 


пєҳє 1С XE NETCOOYN AMTHPY EYP брор ova aqp брор Anma тнрч` 


Jesus said, ‘Whoever knows all, but is deficient in one thing, is deficient 
completely.’ 


Textual Comment 


Some editors’ conjecture of ovaa« (ч)р for oya agp (and different word division) 
yields a different sense: ‘Whoever knows all, but is deficient in himself, is 
deficient completely.? Although it has been influential, such an emendation 
is unnecessary.? 


Interpretation 


Given that a reference to self-knowledge here is absent, interpretations empha- 
sising that theme can be discounted.* The saying makes the point that only 
complete knowledge is valid for the true disciple; it is not possible to select 
some elements of Thomasine knowledge and reject others. Presumably this 
might be a temptation for those who want to belong both to the Thomas move- 
ment as well as to other religious groups;5 or the saying is a warning against the 
kind of provision for imperfection attested in the Didache: ‘for if you are able 
to bear the whole yoke of the Lord, you will be perfect; but if you cannot, do 


1 Bibliography for GTh 67: G. Quispel, ‘Hermes Trismegistus and Tertullian, VC 43 (1989), 
188-189; L. Painchaud, M.-P. Bussières & M. Kaler, ‘Le syntagme mma тнра dans quelques textes 
de Nag Hammadi in Painchaud & Poirier, eds. Coptica—Gnostica—Manichaica, 619-643. 

2 The emendation goes back to Guillaumont, et al., Thomas, 38, and is adopted by Layton: see 
Layton & Lambdin, ‘The Gospel according to Thomas, Nag Hammadi Codex I,2-7: Volume 
One, 78. Those accepting the emendation include Wilson, Studies in the Gospel of Thomas, 27; 
Valantasis, 146; Nordsieck, 260—261. 

з See, rightly, Plisch, 164. I am grateful to him for explaining the textual issue to me in personal 
conversation. 

4 Seeabove for those taking this view. 

5 Grant & Freedman, 173, are wrong to say that the saying is ‘incomprehensible’ 
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what you can' (Did. 6.2). A polemic against a particular rival group laying claim 
to knowledge falsely so-called is also possible. 

Parallels to this ‘all except one’ include the often cited Mark 8.36 (‘the whole 
world’, but forfeiting the soul) and Zostrianus's statement: ‘If he apprehends 
the glories, he is perfect; but if he apprehends [two] or one, he is drunk’ (Zost. 
7342-15). Perhaps closest is the Rich Young Man pericope, where the man 
‘knows’ the commandments (Mk 10.19/Lk. 18.20), and has kept them ‘all’ (Mk 
10.20/Matt. 19.20/Lk. 18.21), but still ‘one thing is lacking’ (Mk 10.21/Lk. 18.22). 


Notes 


Whoever knows all, but is deficient in one thing. This may be acomment upon 
the disciple whose understanding is clear but who lapses in behaviour. In this 
case, the saying is a rigorist statement, demanding perfection. Alternatively, it 
may be a polemical remark against a rival, but quite similar group—a reference 
to another group focused around a variant gnosis (‘who knows all’) is a possible 
rival here. There is no subjective element here, as in Lambdin’s translation 
(‘feels a personal deficiency’) and Valantasis’ interpretation.6 
Is deficient completely. There is not a problem in the verb's allegedly ‘unmo- 
tivated perfect tense? given the form a«p. As Layton notes, this construction 
'can also have ingressive meaning, expressing entry into a state; in other words, 
the distinction between being and becoming is cancelled’8 Thus one could 
equally translate ayp ера; as either ‘is deficient completely’, or ‘has become 
completely deficient. The phrase Anma тир literally means ‘everywhere’ (cf. 
Crum 154b: na tun), but often does not mean this. Here it means ‘completely’ 
in the sense of ‘throughout’ the person’s whole being: this is in line with the 
ketone — & Kaler who shop that it often hasa Sense 
1 | particular, and marks ‘intensité ou la totalité’? 
Depending on which view of the first part of the saying is correct, this is either 
a comment upon the spiritual bankru 


ptcy of the imperfect disci that of 
the rival group. perfect disciple, or that o 


Layton & Lambdin, 'The Gospel according to Thomas’, Nag Hammadi Codex П,2-7: Volume 
One, 79; Valantasis, 146—147. 

Plisch, 165. 

Layton, Coptic Grammar, 141 (§ 180 (b)). 

Painchaud, Bussières & Kaler, ‘Le syntagme ma Tupi’, баз. 
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68.1 exe IC xe таты 2AHAKAPIOC goTa(N) EYMANMECTE тнүтӣ NCEPAIMDKE 
HUOMTH 68.2 aya CENAZE AN ETOMOC 2H TMA ENTAYAIMKE мати ?PATR?HTQ" 


68.1 Jesus says, ‘Blessed are you when they hate you and persecute you. 68.2 
But they will not find a place, where they have persecuted you.’ 


Textual Comment 


The initial complication with this saying is that of the text. Haenchen, for 
example, has proposed an important move of the ‘поё. Clement records four 
macarisms in sequence, one of which is close to GTh 68.2 in particular. 


He says, ‘Blessed are those who are persecuted for the sake of righteous- 
ness, for they will be called “sons of God"* Ог аз some of those who change 
the Gospels (xtvec cv рєтатіӨѓутоу Tà evaryyeAta) say, he says, ‘Blessed are 
those who are persecuted for the sake of righteousness, for they will be 
perfect. ‘And blessed are those who are persecuted for my sake, for they will 
have a place where they are not persecuted (ёт Etovcr тблоу ёпоо оў Siwy Iý- 
сохги). ‘And blessed are you, when men hate you, when they cut you off, 
when they revile your names as evil for the sake of the son of man: 
(Strom. 4.6.41.2-4) 


Inparton the basis ofthe third beatitude in the sequence, Haenchen concludes 
that GTh 68.2 can be emended to: 'But you will find a place where you will 
not be persecuted.? Plisch on the other hand probably correctly resists the 
temptation to emend the text, as it makes sense as it stands, and it is not certain 
that Clement has preserved the beatitude more accurately than our Coptic text, 
which has a number of differences.3 


1 Bibliography for GTh 68: E. Haenchen, ‘Spruch 68 des Thomasevangeliums, Muséon 75 
(1962), 19-29; Toyoshima, ‘Neue Vorschläge zur Lesung und Übersetzung, 235-239; J.S. Klop- 
penborg, ‘Blessing and Marginality: The “Persecution Beatitude” in Q, Thomas and Early 
Christianity, Forum 2 (1986), 36-56. 

2 Haenchen, ‘Spruch 68, 27, a proposal which seems also to be accepted by Kloppenborg, 
‘Blessing and Marginality’, 47, 48. 

з Plisch, 166-167. It remains possible that Thomas is Clement's source: Haenchen is probably 
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Interpretation 


Important to the interpretation of this saying is the presence ofa 'you' (plural) 
and a 'they** This is possible in 68.1 (where ‘they’ persecute and hate ‘you’ asin 
Matt. 5.11 and Luke 6.225) and necessary in 68.2: if the third-person plural verbs 
are taken as passives, then nonsense results (‘but a place will not be found in 
the place where you were persecuted’). 

The first half of this saying is unproblematic. Opposition from outsiders 
should not lead true disciples to consider themselves the objects of divine 
disapproval—quite the contrary. The second, more oblique half probably pro- 
vides assurance of vindication: those true disciples who are despised by others 
really are the blessed elect, but the persecutors will eventually be excluded from 
very place where they have vilified the elect. There may well be, then, as some 
have averred, a reference to the exclusion of Jews and Jewish Christians from 
the land of Israel (see further notes on 68.2), but this perhaps relies too heavily 
on a view that the saying is dominical or goes back to Palestinian tradition.® 


Notes 


68.1 Blessed are you when they hate you and persecute you. This is the seventh 
of eleven beatitudes in Thomas (see above on GTh 7.1). Cf. Matt. 5.11 and, to a 
lesser extent Lk. 6.22. The next saying, GTh 69, contains two more beatitudes. 

68.2 But they will not find a place, where they have persecuted you. As 
noted above, some see in this an exclusion of Jews from the land. This finds 
some support in various parallels.? Azariah in Add. Dan. 3.38 laments in Israel's 
exile the absence of a 'place' for sacrifice, and this reference is taken up by John 


overscrupulous in his treatment of differences such as those between second and third 
persons. Haenchen, 'Spruch 68' 26. 

4 Forasurvey of older interpretations, see Haenchen, 'Spruch 68; 19—24 

5 Matthew has an anonymous 'they' persecuting (among other things), and Luke has of ğvðpw- 

Tot ‘hating’, 


6 Plisch, 166; Н.-М. Schenke, ‘On the Compositional History of the 


(1994), 9-30 (28), takes GTh 68 to be post-Bar Kochba. 

7 Slightly different is the speech of Agrippa in Josephus, where, warning against war with Rome, 
he threatens that Jews who revolt will not find any place at all (BJ 2.397): ‘for those of you 
who are left will not find a place to flee, since everyone has the Romans as their masters, or 


fears that they will’ (0582 yàp meptrerpbévtes ФУүтс ebprjaece тӧлоу бпбутоу ёубутоу 'Popalouc 
Bea nóxac ў Sedowcótwv oxetv). 
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Chrysostom in his polemic against the Jews where he argues for the finality of 
the destruction ofthe temple: the closing words of Dernonstratio 17 make it clear 
that Judaism relied on the temple, and that the impossibility of the temple's 
rebuilding means that Judaism is now obsolete. After quoting Daniel here, he 
repeats the phrase ‘we have no place’ (тӧлос̧).8 Again, in the Adversus Iudaeos, 
Chrysostom comments that ‘the Jews of today have no hope of recovering their 
forefathers’ way of life’, and shortly after quotes the same part of the Prayer of 
Azariah, clearly identifying the ‘place’ as the temple.? It may well be that GTh 
68.2, like Chrysostom, also turns this Jewish lament into a gentile gloat. There 
must remain doubt, however, about whether such a reference was intended in 
Thomas. 


8 Dem. 17.3 (FOTC 73.258 / PG 48.836). 

9 Ady. Iud. 4.4-5 (FOTC 68.85/ PG 48.878). For discussion of all this, see R.L. Wilken, John 
Chrysostom and the Jews: Rhetoric and Reality in the Late Fourth Century (Berkeley: University 
of California Press, 1983), 128—160. 


Logion 69! 


69.1 nexe IC eHHa KA ploc ue naci NTAYAIMDKE HHOOY epai ea noyeHT NE- 
THMay NENTAZCOYON пект гӣ оүмє 69.2 PHHAKAPIOC NeTeKacIT QINA 
eYNaTcio нөн йпєтоүаза) 


69.1 Jesus says, ‘Blessed are those who have been persecuted in their hearts. 
They are those who have truly known the Father. 69.2 Blessed are those who 
hunger so that they may fill the belly of the one who desires,’ 


Interpretation 


The first beatitude, in GTh 69.1, is not really related in sense to 69.2.2 In the 
absence of an obvious connection, the two can be interpreted separately. 

69.1 Although ‘persecution in the heart’ might appear obscure,3 the interpre- 
tation is greatly helped by a parallel in Clement: 


There is a persecution which arises from without (&Eo8ey), from people 
assailing the faithful, either out of hatred, or envy, or avarice, or through 
diabolic agency. But the most painful persecution is internal (ёудобєу), 
which proceeds from each person's own soul being vexed by impious 
lusts, diverse pleasures, and base hopes, and destructive dreams ... More 
grievous and painful is this persecution, which arises from within, which 
is ever with a person, and which the persecuted cannot escape, for he 
carries the enemy about everywhere in himself. 
(Quis 25) 


1 Bibliography for GTh 69: Schrage, Verhältnis, 147-151; Kloppe' nborg, ‘Blessing and Marginal- 
ity: The “Persecution Beatitude", 36-56; S. Witetschek, ‘Going Hungry for a Purpose: On Gos, 
Thom. 69.2 and a Neglected Parallel in Origen’, JSNT 32 (2010), 379-393. 

2 So rightly Plisch, 168. 

3 Plisch, 168, raises the possibility of textual corruption, with the text having originally meant, 
‘Blessed are those who were persecuted (in so far as they are pure) in their hearts’ In the light 
of the Clement parallel, and the interpretation above, this is unnecessary, 
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, aose who persecute ‘from without’; GTh 69.1 now 
came is e does aderit in terms which ri be на dh 
@s—the impulses towards such things as lust and pleasure. cna ү 

People are blessed not because of the temptations ie bene iine 
pecca азан баце 44 en es un ah to suchi temptations 
DeConick says, it is a kind of perfectionism, which re 

as ^5 aui two main ways of interpreting org oed ы а 
ilar in sense to the synoptic parallels (Matt. 5.6, rs e bed = 
a reference to the hungry being blessed because p dark л: сй as 
understood without reference to the ее а A ^: К шы mete a 
temporarily abstain from food in order to feed ano ЕЕ ч E pei i bae 
first interpretation is that it cannot "wd be sustained by 

i i E t causal." А 

k- m E aras edd fasting, that is, ped in Е x soars 
food (by the maney saved) for others.!? This appears to Meets o oi € 
in Isa, 58.6—7, and is attested roughly ы een i isep 
Shepherd of Hermas, which describes the practicalities i 
circles: 


has been 
: when you have fulfilled what 
An is i hat you must do: w 
и * eis nim nothing except bread and water on that wo 
which n dep: Then you must estimate the amount of the cost o : 
u Я 

food ati would have eaten on that day on which you intend to fast, an 
give it to a widow or an orphan or someone in need. 

(Herm. 56 [Sim. 5-3]-7) 


Something very close to Thomas's version, which also helps : ире = 
f i i igen: ‘For we have found it said by 
interpretation of 69.2, is a parallel in Origen: E 
apostles in some book or other: “Blessed is he who also fasts for a poor man, i 


Ménard, 171. 

Valantasis, 148. 

DeConick, 223. 

DeConick, 224. | | "TN 

Grobel, ‘How Gnostic is the Gospel of Thomas?" 373; Plisch, 168; gren uw — 
On attempts to rectify this by reference to an Aramaic original, see Gatherco'e, 

tion, 86—87. 


itetschek. 
I am grateful for discussion of this theme with my former colleague, Stephan Witetsc| 


o оз с@х 


474 LOGION 69 


order to feed him." "!! СТЬ 69.2 is an interesting case study in the need to bracket 
one's knowledge of the Synoptics when interpreting Thomas.'? 


Notes 


69.1 Blessed are those who have been persecuted in their hearts. This maca- 
rism is the eighth in Thomas (see note on 7.1). 

693 They are those who have truly known the Father. On 'knowing the 
Father, see GTh 105.1 (and ‘seeing the Father’, 27.2). 

69.2 Blessed are those who hunger. This beatitude is the ninth of eleven 
in Thomas (see note on 7.1). As per the interpretation above, the hunger, in 
contrast to that in the Synoptics, is intentional. 

69.2 So that they may fill the belly of the one who desires. In contrast to 
interpretations along the lines of the Synoptics, the verb eynarcio should be 
taken as having an active, not a passive meaning as in Lambdin’s influential 
translation. 


11 Origen, Hom. in Lev. 10.2: inuenimus enim in quodam libello ab apostolis dictum: beatus est 
qui etiam ieiunat pro eo ut alat pauperem. For various other references, see Witetschek, 
‘Going Hungry for a Purpose’. 

12 Bethge notes how odd it is that this has so often been translated to conform to the Synoptic 
beatitude (‘Werdet Voritbergehende’, 48). 

13 Layton & Lambdin, ‘The Gospel according to Thomas, Nag Hammadi Codex I,2-7: Volume 
One, 81. 


Logion 70' 


70.1 NEXE IC LOTAN ETETÄQAXNE пн EN THYTR п^ї eTeyYNTHTNG qRATOYXe 
THYTH 70.2 eayxone HÄTHTÄ пн рн т[нүт]н nacı ere MATHTNG eh THNE 
q[naujoyr Tune 


70.1 Jesus said, ‘When you bring forth what is in you, what you have will save 
you. 70.2 If you do not have that in [yo]u, what you do not have in you [will 
k]ill you." 


Interpretation 


This is a loose reworking of the saying preserved in the Synoptics (Mk 4.25; 
Matt. 13.12; Matt. 25.29; Lk. 8.18) and GTh 41: ‘Whoever has in his hand, to him it 
will be given. And whoever does not have, even the little which he has will be 
taken from him' (see above on this saying). GTh то is much more specific. The 
possession in question clearly distinguishes the saved from the condemned; i.e. 
it probably represents the "light within the luminous person, as GTh 24 puts 
it, or the light within the outward physical image of the person in GTh 83, or 
the true image in contrast to that physical image in GTh 84. Commentators on 
GTh то gloss this with the Pauline language of ‘the inner man'? with Pokorny 
adding that ‘the Divine is a part of human substance'? Grosso uses the language 
of the nucleus, or transcendent spiritual element, which corresponds to the 
heavenly prototype of the human being.* These definitions attempt to capture 
the fact that the instrument of salvation (as ‘outside’ and ‘inside’ in GTh 3) 
is both within and transcendent, although the accent in this saying is on the 
former. 

There is a connection with another set of sayings in Thomas, namely those 
which discuss the inside and the outside. The emphasis here on bringing forth 
what is within as a precondition of salvation calls to mind the sayings about 
'outside' and 'inside' (GTh 22; cf. 89), since making the outside like the inside 
and vice versa is also made necessary for entering the kingdom in GTh 22. 


1 Bibliography for GTh 70: There are no special studies of this logion, to my knowledge. See 
the commentaries, ad loc. 

2 Plisch, 169; Pokorny, 117; Grosso, 213. 

3 Pokorny, 18. 

4 Grosso, 213. 
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The soteriological requirement here, then, is that this real image come to 
the fore, rather than remaining obscured: it needs to take precedence over the 
external visible image presented in the body and determine the identity and life 
ofthe individual. Similar ideas are found elsewhere. In the Gospel of Judas, Jesus 
says: ‘Let whoever is [strong] among you men bring forth (prapare) the perfect 
man and stand in the presence of my face’ (Gos. Jud. 35). In the Gospel of Mary, 
Levi says: ‘Let us put on the perfect man and bring him forth for ourselves, With 
the verb xno for ‘bring forth’ as in Thomas (Gos. Mary 1815-17; cf. the Son of Man 
‘within you’ in 818—19). 


Notes 


When you bring forth what is in you. ‘Bringing forth’ is much the more likely 
sense here, rather than ‘acquire’: in the imagery of this saying, the instrument 
of salvation is already within the person.5 ‘What is in you’ probably refers to the 
true image, or spirit, or light, hidden within the elect. 

What you have will save you. This saying is notable for, strictly speaking, 
being the only ‘soteriological’ reference in Thomas as far as the specific vocabu- 
lary of ‘salvation’ is concerned. Obviously other phrases function as equivalents 
to salvation, such as entering ‘the kingdom’ (GTh 22; 99; 14.3), ‘the places of my 
Father’ (64.12), or the ‘bridal chamber’ (75), finding the kingdom (27.1) or seeing 
the Father (27.2), and the like. 

If you do not have that in you. The antithesis to GTh 70.1 suggests that those 
who are not true disciples may be constituted differently from the elect (cf. 
the ‘light within the luminous person’, in GTh 24), and are merely material or 
animate rather than spiritual. 

What you do not have in you will kill you. The antithesis of salvation and 
killing suggests that the theme of death in Thomas is very negative, and roughly 
identified with damnation: on ‘death’ in Thomas see note on GTh a. 


5 DeConick, 225; cf. C.M. Tuckett, The Gospel of Mary (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 
101, on 18,7. DeConick's translation *when you acquire within you that certain thing is 
impossible because гӣ тнүтӣ is not adverbial but adjectival, modifying the object пн. 


Logion тл! 


nexe T xe 4a coP[ OP ппєејіне AYD HR Мү NAMKOTY [1 


Jesus said, ‘Iwill dest [roy thils house, and no-one will be able to build it [...}.’ 


Textual Comment 


Layton notes that there is space for 642-8 letters between the last surviving 
Part of this saying and the beginning of saying 72.2 Most scholars have resisted 
filling the lacuna. Schenke, following a suggestion from DeConick, changes the 
Meaning dramatically by restoring (сәв!) at the end, yielding the sense 
р No-one will be able to build it except me. Despite his own confidence in 

€ restoration? it must remain an unprovable speculation; indeed, DeConick 


herself does not entertain it.* 


Interpretation 


This saying parallels those in the Synoptic Gospels about the destruction ofthe 
temple (cf. the accusations in Mk 14-58/ Matt. 26.61; Mk 15.29/ Matt. 27.40). The 


TUE pce, 

1 Bibliography for GTh 71: G. Quispel, "The Gospel of Thomas and the Trial of Jesus, in T. Baarda, 
A. Hilhorst, G.P. Luttikhuizen & A.S. van der Woude, eds. Text and Testimony: Essays оп New 
Testament and Apocryphal Literature in Honour of A.FJ. Klijn (Kampen: Kok, 1988), pep 
Crossan, In Fragments, 307-312; Schenke, ‘On the Compositional History of the Gospe a 
Thomas; 9-30; Riley, Resurrection Reconsidered, 133156; Dunderberg, ‘Thomas’ Tsayings ап е 
the Gospel of John’, 56—58; Н.-М. Schenke, 'Bemerkungen zu #71 des Thomas-Evangeliume 
Enchoria 27 (2001), 120-126; В. Cameron, ‘Ancient Myths and Modern Theories ofthe боре 
of Thomas and Christian Origins; in idem & M.P. Miller, eds. Redescribing Christian Ori- 
gins (Atlanta: SBL, 2004), 89-108 (93-98); Dunderberg, The Beloved Disciple in Conflict, 101— 
106. 

2 Layton & Lambdin, 'The Gospel according to Thomas, Nag Hammadi Codex П, 
One, 8o. 

3 Schenke, ‘Bemerkungen zu #71, 124 (cf. DeConick, Voices of the Mystics, 106 п. 48): À 
Sehért die Entdeckung von DeConick meiner Meinung nach zu solchen Dingen, die in sich 
So evident sind, dass sie eigentlich keines Beweises bedürfen’ (!), See the similar confidence 
in Plisch, 171; more cautiously, Pokorny, 118. 

4 See DeConick, 226, where she does not consider it as an option. 
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principal debates on the saying have concerned the identity of the ‘house; and 
secondly (if the 'house' is the Jerusalem temple) what this says about the date 
of this saying and Thomas as a whole (see Introduction, 8 7.2, above). 

On the ‘house’, the options are as follows.* The most obvious, perhaps, is 
the sense in the similar Synoptic sayings, namely (1) the temple in Jerusalem.5 
(2) Hedrick has proposed the ‘family unit’ (cf. СТЬ 16), and (3) Valantasis, 
more widely, ‘the social arrangements that dominate the mundane world'* 
(4) Gaston and Riley have seen a reference to the physical body, such that 
this saying is a denial of bodily resurrection." The difficulty with (2) is that 
Jesus seems to be indicating a particular ‘house’ (‘this house’), rather than 
entities as diffuse as family units. Valantasis offers no evidence for his view 
(3). | | 

The main contenders have been (1) and (4), and Riley's view has come under 
severe attack, on various grounds. Cameron criticises Riley for making biblical 
resurrection the starting point of the discussion.'? This is an important point: 
why should Thomas be interested in resurrection? Dunderberg comments, on 
the other references in Thomas which Riley cites as evidence for house - body: 
"The basic difficulty with this evidence is that the association of the “house” 
with body is not spelled out in any of these three sayings, but it is, in every case, 
the result of Riley’s allegorical reading of them." 

Riley's objections to a literal reference to the temple amount to the absence 
of the theme elsewhere, and its unusually apocalyptic character? The first 
point is irrelevant: in the closest parallel instances, Thomas criticises Scrip- 
ture in GTh 52, and circumcision in GTh 53, but does not do so in other 
places. On the second point, a similar kind of destruction is envisaged in GTh 
40 (the pulling up and destruction [raxo] of the illegitimate vine) and 57 
(pulling up and burning the weeds) to that in GTh 71 (ajopayp); in 111 heavens 
come to an end, and whole cosmos evaporates in 111.1. The 'non-apocalyptic' 


5 For a full range of possibilities of meaning for 'house' in general, see DeConick, Voices of 
the Mystics, 105-106 (following a list by Cameron). 

6 Crossan, Jn Fragments, 308; DeConick, 227; Nordsieck, 273; Grosso, 215. 

7 Hedrick, 131. 

8 Valantasis, 150. 

9 L. Gaston, No Stone on Another: Studies in the Significance of the Fall of Jerusalem in the 
Synoptic Gospels (NovTSupps 23; Leiden: Brill, 1970), 152; Riley, Resurrection Reconsidered, 
133-156. 

10 Cameron, ‘Ancient Myths and Modern Theories, 93-98. 

11 Dunderberg, Beloved Disciple in Conflict, 103. 

12 Riley, Resurrection Reconsidered, 151. 
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Thomas (in contrast to 'apocalyptic' Synoptics) is not a particularly helpful con- 
struct.!3 

The likelihood here is that Thomas is referring to the temple of Jerusalem 
(cf. ‘destroy this house’ in Ezra 6.12), with this saying probably part of the anti- 
Jewish emphasis in Thomas (cf. GTh 39; 43; 52—53). In sum, GTh 71 attributes 
destruction of the temple to Jesus himself, and even more strikingly, and in 
obvious contrast to the numerous expressions of Jewish expectation ofa rebuilt 
temple, Jesus announces its perpetual desolation.!* 

As was seen above (Introduction, $ 7.2), this saying is most likely to reflect 
a date after the Bar Kochba revolt (i.e. post 135 CE), when the rebuilding of 
the temple would have been regarded as for all practical purposes impossible. 
Perhaps the motivation attributed by Martin Goodman to Justin and others 
applies to Thomas as well: ЧЁ Christians were to defend their own good name 
and seek converts in a Roman world in which, after 7o, the name of the Jews 
excited opprobrium, it was easier to join in the attack and agree with the 
pagans that the defeat of the Jews and the destruction of the Temple were to be 
celebrated as the will of God.5 If this is right, the anti-Judaism in this saying is 
more likely to reinscribe the distance between the Thomas movement and Jews 
than to reflect heated interaction between them. 


Notes 


I will destroy this house. Here, Thomas attributes destruction of the temple 
to Jesus himself: in addition to the Synoptic sayings noted above, cf. Jn 2.19; 
Ac. бла. Quispel's view that this is the authentic version has not been widely 
followed.'* We have a rare instance here of an implied geographical marker 
(cf. also Judaea’ in СТЬ 60): for the saying to work (‘this house’), Jesus is 
probably envisaged by the author in, or in the vicinity of, the temple (cf. Jn 
2.19-20). 


13 See Gathercole, "The Heavens and the Earth will be Rolled up’. 

14 Compare the Gospel of the Ebionites: 1 have come to do away with (xataAdoat) sacrifices’ 
(fr. 6, apud Epiphanius, Pan. 30.16.5); cf. Ps.-Clem., Recogn. 1.54, 64 and perhaps Barn. 16.2: 
‘But what does the Lord say as he abolishes it?’ (ФА тс A£yeuxóptoc KATAPYOY обтбу;) 

15 М. Goodman, Rome and Jerusalem: The Clash of Ancient Civilizations (London: Allen 
Lane, 2007), 583, cited in J. Carleton Paget, 'After 7o and АП That: A Response to Martin 
Goodman's Rome & Jerusalem’, JSNT 31 (2009), 339-365 (345). 

16 Quispel, "The Gospel of Thomas and the Trial of Jesus’, 197-198. 
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And no-one will be able to build іє... In addition to the destruction of the 
temple being attributed to Jesus, the second striking point in this saying is the 
certainty about the impossibility of restoration. Jewish eschatological expecta- 
tion about a renewed temple in the last days was extremely widespread.!? 


17  Seeeg.E.P Sanders, Jesus and Judaism (London: SCM, 1985), 77-90; also A.N. Chester, "The 
Sibyl and the Temple’ in W. Horbury, ed. Templum Amicitiae: Essays on the Second Temple 
Presented to Ernst Bammel (JSNTSup 48; Sheffield: JSOT, 1991), 37-69. Note for example 
Isa. 60.3-7; Tob. 14.5; 1 En. 25.3-5; 90-29; 91.13; Jub. 115-17; PS. Sol. 17.32; 4QpPs 37 Зп and 
uQTemple 29.8-10. 


Logion 72! 


724 [ne]xe ove[ cue] nad X6 хоос NNACNHY GINA eynanwge NNenaay 
йп»едут^ мймле 72.2 nexa WA XE M PONE NIN NE HTAgaaT’ Rpeqnaoge 
72.3 ачкота x wequaonTHc mexadq Nay хє MH єєюооп мреҷ поо) 


724 А m[an sa]id to him, ‘Tell my brothers to divide my father's property with 
me.’72.2 He (sc. Jesus) said to him, ‘О man, who has made me a divider?’ 72.3 


He turned to his disciples and said to them, ‘Surely Iam no divider?’ 


Interpretation 


The saying here (cf. Lk. 12.13-14) has nothing to do with 'showing that Chris- 
tianity presents no break of any kind in historical Judaism. The principal point 
here concerns the identity of Jesus and the nature of his mission. The setting of 
the request in GTh 72.1 merely sets the scene for the two declarations by Jesus, 
which serve the same function, namely to reject the idea that his work is fun- 
damentally about division. Rather, since Jesus has ‘come from the undivided’ 
(GTh 61) and requires his disciples to repair the binary divisions in themselves 
(GTh 22) which have existed since the fall and division of humanity (GTh 11), 
We are to see his task as in line with this (cf. also СТЬ 47; 48; 89; 106, and possi- 
bly 4; 108). This is not a matter of worldly or institutional unity, however, as is 
made clear by Jesus’ claim to disrupt of worldly relationships in GTh 16. 


es 

Bibliography for GTh 72: D. Gershenson & G. Quispel, ‘Meristae’, VC 12 (1958), 19-26;T. Baarda, 
‘Luke 1223-14: Text and Transmission from Marcion to Augustine’ in idem, Early Transmission 
of the Words of Jesus: Thomas, Tatian and the Text of the New Testament (Amsterdam: Free 
University Press, 1983), 117-172; repr. from J. Neusner, ed. Judaism, Christianity and Other 
Greco-Roman Cults: Studies for Morton Smith at Sixty (Leiden: Brill, 1975), 107162; Riley, The 
Influence of Thomas Christianity on Luke 12:14 and 5:39, 229-234; S.J. Gathercole, ‘Luke in the 
Gospel of Thomas’, NTS 57 (2011), 14-144 (139141); Gathercole, Composition, 87-88, 203-205. 
Pace Gershenson & G. Quispel, ‘Meristae’, 25. Their theory of a pun on the Hebrew holeq 
behind the Coptic, meaning 'divider' in the sense of a divisive person is baseless (Gathercole, 
Composition, 87—88). 
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Notes 

724 A man said to him. As Goodacre notes, the ‘introductory foil from an 
anonymous member of the crowd’ may well be Lukan.3 

724 Tell my brothers to divide my father’s property with те: T à 
clearly treats Jesus as some sort of authoritative figure who could demand, on 
the basis of religious, civic, or perhaps even cosmic authority, the hoped-for 
redistribution. The situation envisaged by the author is not one brother left 
out of pocket by another (as in Lk. 12.13- 14), but rather appears to concern 
а group of brothers (plural in GTh 72) who have maliciously excluded one 
of their number. There is perhaps a sense here that the two concerns of the 
man, namely his family relations and money, are both concerns which Thomas 
criticises.4 

72.2 He said to him, “О man, who has made me a divider?'5 There i$ perhaps 
a threefold incredulity here in Jesus’ question, in the words ‘man’, ‘made’ and 
‘divider’: he is not a divider, and could not be ‘made’ one, especially by a ‘man’. 
Jesus’ mission is a divine one, not one where he is at the beck and call of other 
people. u 

72.3 He turned to his disciples and said to them, 'Surely I am no divider?” 
It is a misunderstanding based on Lambdin's ambiguous translation (Тат not 
a divider, am I?’)? to see Jesus asking a genuine question here. It is hardly 


imaginable that in Thomas Jesus wonders who he really is: the question is 
rhetorical.8 


he man 


3 Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 92; Meier, ‘Luke's Version of the Parable of the Rich Foor, 
539-540. 

4 DeConick, 229. 

5 There is a distant connection here with the question of the Hebrew in Exod. 244 Ac. 7-35, 
Which probably influenced Luke's version, 

6 Тһе о man’ may well arise from the influence of Lukan redaction (Goodacre, Thomas and the 
Gospels, 93). . 

7 Layton & Lambdin, ‘The Gospel according to Thomas", Nag Hammadi Codex IL2-7: Volume 
One, 81. o А 

8 Cf Valantasis, 151-152. Rightly, Plisch, 174: the implied answer is, ‘of course not. 


Logion 73! 


nexe ic cec мєн naQ) ÑEPTATHC AE COBK сопс Ae nxoeic GINA 
XE порс HE 


eqnanex’ єргатнс EBON ETD 


ec 
Jesus said, ‘The harvest is great but the workers are few. Ask the Lord to send 
Out workers to that harvest.’ 


Interpretation 


Saying 73 here (cf, Matt. 9.37-38/ Lk. 10.2) is the first in a trio of sayings which go 
together as a group (GTh 73-75), all of which highlight and validate the small 
number of true disciples by comparison with the massa perditionis outside (cf. 
GTh 23): 


СТЬ 73: harvest great, workers few; 
GTh 74: many around about the well, but no-one at or in it; 


GTh 75; many outside, only solitaries inside. 


On the other hand, GTh 73 is the most positive of the three towards outsiders, 
and impinges on the larger question of whether Thomas has a missionary 
outlook. Arnal comments that GTh 73 is ‘an isolated saying’ in this respect 

but supporting the idea is GTh 14.4 (‘if you go into any region and you travel in 
the districts, and are received, eat what is set before you’): see the discussion 
of GTh 14.4 ad loc. above. Schröter is probably nearer the mark in taking this 
Saying as indicative of ‘Wandermission’.? Hedrick notes that СТ) 32-33 might 
also imply the same.* 


sen ttd 

1 Bibliography for GTh 73: Schrage, Verhältnis, 153-155; Schröter, Erinnerung an Jesu 
231-232; Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 41-42. 

2 Amal, ‘Rhetoric of Marginality’, 482. 

3 Schröter, Erinnerung an Jesu Worte, 231; also Plisch, 175; Hedrick, 135. 


Worte, 


4 GThsois not a missionary catechesis; see the interpretation above. 
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Notes 


The harvest is great. The use of harvest imagery in a spiritual sense (e£ Rc 
4-35-38) also fits with the parable of the sower (GTh 9); there is a diversity о 
usage in Thomas, as in the Synoptics, where the harvest can refer both to de 
Work of mission (as in this saying) as well as to the day of reckoning pe 
cf. Matt. 13.24—30, 36-43). ‘Harvest’ in some second-century literature can y 
have the sense of the 'collection of spiritual seed' but that is probably not in 
view here. 

But the workers are few. The reference to the few as ‘workers’ may also 
have been part of the appeal of this saying, given the 'few' elect (cf. GTh 23) 
and the importance of ‘labouring’ in Thomas (see note on GTh 20 above). In 
addition to the Synoptic parallel noted above, a very similar sentiment with 
the same imagery is found in the Gospel of Philip: “Truth, which existed since 
the beginning, is sown everywhere. And many see it being sown, but few are 
they who see it being reaped.’ (Gos. Phil. 55,19-22). \ 

Ask the Lord to send out workers to that harvest. This is a peculiar inclusion 
in Thomas both in its apparent reference to prayer, and in its use of the divine 
title ‘Lord’ (though cf. GTh 74, and ‘lordship’ in GTh go). On the attitude in 
Thomas to prayer, see on GTh 14. The identity of the ‘Lord’ may be the Father, 
even though it would be unusual in Thomas to attribute activity to the Father; 
it is perhaps Jesus himself. If Jesus is the speaker in GTh 74, however, then there 
could be a parallel there to appealing to the Father as Lord. 


Logion 74 


Tlexaq xe nxoeic oYR 2a? ANKOTE ат(о)оте мй Aaa лє eR то(т)6 


He said, ‘Lord, there are many around the well, but there is no-one in the 


well’ 


Textual Comment 


The two sources of water have both been subjects of discussion: the text has 
0те (‘penetration, separation’) and Mane (‘sickness’), neither of which make 
good sense. Proposed as alternatives are aye (‘well, cistern, pit, Crum 5958) 
and coy, (‘drinking trough; Crum 833a; var. хот B). Most editors propose 
€mending yane at the end to ayore.? More diverse has been opinion аро 
the earlier xa@re, seen by Layton as а variation of вот (hence Lambdin's 
translation 'drinking trough") but by Plisch as a variant of yore (translated, 
"well)3 Plisch's solution, according to which both are forms of are, is perhaps 
simplest, and also brings the saying into line with the parallel in the Celestial 
Dialogue: TA ToAXol лєрі TÒ PEEP, хой oùðelç elc тд qpéup; (Origen, Contra 
Celsum 815-16) 


Interpretation 


This saying forms part of the group of three sayings in GTh 73-75 which high- 
light the few/ many contrast between the true disciples and the world (cf. ик. 
GTh 23). Miller considers that the saying might be deliberately obscure ап! 


Musa 

1 Bibliography for GTh 74: H.M. Jackson, ‘Appendix, to ‘The Setting and Sectarian Provenance 
of the Fragment of the “Celestial Dialogue” Preserved by Origen from Celsus's ‘AAN OIG AYOS» 
HTR 8s (1992) 273-305; R.J. Miller, ‘Drawing a Blank from the Well: Thomas 74 Forum 10 (2994), 
95-108. 

2 Guillaumont, et al, eds. Gospel according to Thomas, 40; Layton & Lambdin, "The Gospel 
according to Thomas, Nag Hammadi Codex П,2-7: Volume One, 80; Plisch, 176. 

3 Layton & Lambdin, ‘The Gospel according to Thomas, Nag Hammadi Codex Ii2 А 
One, 80-81; Plisch, 176. A more complex solution might be а word-division of xar €N «» 
but this would not fit well with the subsequent as. 


-7: Volume 
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is's 
meaningless.* This is something of a counsel of despair, Lowe mm МА 
view that the saying describes people as empty (relying on the тай ae obdelc), 
ing in the well’) is unlikely as a translation (cf. the Celestial Dialogu cleat that 
and the well does not seem to represent a person.? It is also far from wellis an 
something has fallen into the well, and needs to be retrieved:® em nds 
image of ‘spiritual water’ (cf. Gh 13; 108).? The point of the i ies A pe 
contrast between the two prepositions (compare the positions ar — 
inside in GTh 75): many have access to true knowledge or памет 9 fully 
the well’), but scarcely anyone ventures into (‘in the well’) that revela 
(cf. Jesus finding everyone drunk but not thirsty in СТЬ 28),8 


Notes 


T -ble that this 

He said. Presumably the speaker is Jesus here, although it is Lees dium 
is a fragment of a dialogue in which someone else was (possibly still in 
is) the speaker. "-— 

Lord, there are many around the well. The plus of ‘Lord’ in е из 
against the version in Celestial Dialogue may have simply been the res Sui 
variation, or it could reflect a copyist's error (perhaps Greek xác ^ en e 
> Coptic rixc?). Lord may also have been added to forge a catchword 
GTh 73; ‘many’ connects with GTh 75. E 

; : M Р 'nothin 
But there is no-one in the well. Compare Lambdin's translation of ' g 


: : ialogue, and 
їп the cistern” Both because of the parallel in the Celestial Dialog 
because ofthe consistent'man 


y vs few pattern in СТЬ 73-75, a personal subject 
is more likely.!2 


2. 


^ Міо, ‘Drawing Blank, 105. 
5 Valantasis, 152-153. 


6 DeConick, 232. I leave aside here the question of whether this is the case in Celestial 
Dialogue; it is very unclear that this is the point in GTh 74, however. 

7 — Grant & Freedman, 176; cf. further Jn 4.14; Gos. Sav. 83 and fr. igF. 

9 Rightly, eg. Nordsieck, 281. 

9 So Plisch, 176. 

10 Cf. nw in GTh 29.3, and nuno in GTh 57.3. 4 

11 Layton& аен Gospel according to Thomas, Nag Hammadi Codex 1,2—7: Volume 
One, 81. 

12 


Rightly Miller, ‘Drawing a Blank’, 99; Plisch, 176; Grosso, 217. 


nexe T oyn gag ageparoy гїРЇЇ ПРО 85 МОНОС нета OVN E 
науўєлеєт” 

Jesus said, ‘Many are standing at the door, but (only) the solitary will enter 
the bridal chamber: 


Interpretation 


As +) maor as a whole, the contrast is between the few 
s nu e eth 74, this saying is + — = 
han GTh з, Debate on di nd юне о А н-нин ae 
‘Solitary’ the bridesmaids (cf. Matt. 25-1713» €SP- V s : 
with d. divinefusonme ina (i.e. as brides)?* An additional, ney ria 
not usually observed is that ma HayerceT might paa v tt. 22.9 Sa; 
but it could also be the place where the marriage per (eg. мв = 
Crum 560a). Since the uniting of L2 cap b AN ман n is probably a 
Particular (GTh 108; cf. 61), is envisaged in Thomas, however, ere x. —— 
reference to this union here; less likely in —€— E pd i c disciples 
the elect disciples celebrating the marriage af Someone EIRRVASI is probably 
Were compared with bridesmaids at a marriagefeast. ae belch ust The 
that each solitary individually is united to Jesus in the brida ao del 
Saying is a nice irony, in which those described bye wo жє those who 
might have connotations of celibacy and singlenessare precisely 
will enter the bridal chamber. t to 
Given this interpretation, further debate has centred E ina Fs ж of 
Which wider conceptions of the ‘bridal chamber especialy 2 s Saviour) 
Philip and Valentinian theology more widely, or the Dialogue of the 


1 Bibliography for GTh 75: Klijn, "The "Single One" in the Gospel of Thomas ame us 
derman, 'Die Herrenworte über das Brautgemach im Thomasevangelium und im fond t 
Erlésers’, in W.L. Petersen, HJ. de Jonge & J.S. Vos, eds. Sayings of Jesus: Canonica. 
Canonical. Essays in Honour of Tjitze Baarda (Leiden, Brill, 1997), 69-88. 

E.g. Grant & Freedman, 176. 

E.g. DeConick, 233. 

4 Pokorny, 121, has ‘wedding hall: 


; J. Hel- 


w 
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might be brought to bear upon the interpretation here.5 Popkes, for 
ple, sees the salvation as becoming androgynous in a Gnostic sense Many 
commentators are cautious, however, in applying such conceptions? mystical 
union is possible without a Gnostic or Valentinian framework.8 What is clearin 
this saying is the contrast between the great (soteriological) privilege ofunion 


with Jesus which the few will enjoy, but which the majority will not experience. 


Notes 


Many are standing at the door. Like the previous saying, this conjures ир an 
image of ‘many’ who are not far away, but nevertheless outside. 
But (only) the solitary. On this designation (uonaxoc) see the Appended 
Note after the comments on GTh 16 above. , 
Will enter the bridal chamber. The bridal chamber is the place of salvation 
(like the ‘well’ in GTh 74). GTh 75 implies that Jesus is the bridegroom (as in 
GTh 104), with whom the souls are united. 


a 


5 Inthe tractate following Thomas, the Gospel of Philip, the bridal chamber is prominent as the 
hidden place of rest and light, where primordial unity is restored; later still in the codexis the 
Exegesis on the Soul, where the bridal chamber is a place of cleansing and, again, unity with 
the Father (1320-13 & 34-35). See further A.D. DeConick, "The Great Mystery of Marriage: 
Sex and Conception in Ancient Valentinian ‘Traditions’, VC 57 (2003), 307—342, for а broader 
discussion of marriage in Valentinian thought. 

6 Popkes, Menschenbild, 160. 

DeConick, 233; Plisch, 179; Pokorny, 121. 

СЕ Helderman, who argues that the ‘marriage’ is the unification with the saviour and with the 

heavenly self, through being fully ascetical and world-renouncing, in contrast to those ‘at the 

door’ who are merely interested (‘Herrenworte über das Brautgemach’, 78). 


Logion 76: 


763 nexe 1 xe THNTEPO naw ECTÄTAN гүромє iegmoT єүйтәч` 
Buay ңоүфортлон cay?E ay MA Pra PrrHc 76.2 NEYVT ETHMAY oYcae NE aqt 
пєфорттон egor AqTOOY Nat ümnapraprruc OYOT 76.3 ATOT er revr& 
Wine Aca rieq'e'?o ємлчохӣ equi? EBON MMA CHAPE XOOAEC TENO egovw 


Guay coyor оүлє mape qqiT TAKO 


76A Jesus said, ‘The kingdom of the Father is like a merchant who had a load 
of merchandise and who found a pearl. 76.2 That merchant was shrewd. He 
sold his load of. merchandise and bought for himself this one pearl. 76.3 AS 
for you, seek his unfailing and enduring treasure, where no moth comes near 


to eat and no worm destroys.’ 


Interpretation 


The parable of the Pearl is the ninth of Thomas's parables (onwhich, see ad GTh 
8). СТЬ 76 (cf. Matt. 13.45-46) focuses on the infinitely precious nature of salva- 
tion: the implication is therefore that one should value 'exclusive commitment 
to Jesus' with the consequence of the 'abandonment of worldly affairs’? This 
Parable is clearly understood as having allegorical elements, since in СТЬ 76.35 
€xplanation of the parable the clever merchant is the disciple, and the pearl is 
(in some sense) salvation. Were it not for the commentary in GTh 76.3, the para- 
ble on its own could be understood to refer to divine election. The explanation, 


—— —À 

1 Bibliography for GTh 76: Schrage, Verhältnis, 155-160; R. Schippers, ‘The Mashal-character 
of the Parable of the Pearl’, in EL. Cross, ed. Studia Evangelica YI (TU 87; Berlin: Akademie, 
1964), 236—241; B. Dehandschutter, 'La parabole de la perle (Mt 13, 45-46) et l'évangile selon 
Thomas’, ETL 55 (1979), 243-265; S.R. Johnson, ‘The Gospel of Thomas 76:3 and Canonical Par- 
allels: Three Segments in the Tradition History of the Saying, in J.D. Turner, & A. McGuire, eds. 
The Nag Hammadi Library after Fifty Years: Proceedings ofthe 1995 Society of Biblical Literature 
Commemoration (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 308-326; Zóckler, Jesu Lehren im Thomasevangelium, 
144-153; Liebenberg, Language of the Kingdom, 250—257; S.R. Johnson, Seeking the Imperish- 
able Treasure: Wealth, Wisdom, and a Jesus Saying (Eugene, OR: Cascade, 2008); Gathercole, 
‘Luke in the Gospel of Thomas’, 141-143; Gathercole, Composition, 88-89, 133—134 205-207; 
S.R. Johnson, 'Retranslating the Gospel of Thomas: A Response; in J. Schröter, ed. The Apoc- 
ryphal Gospels within the Context of Early Christian Theology (Leuven/ Paris / Walpole: Peeters, 
2013), 575-580. 

2 DeConick, 234; Hedrick, 139. 
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however, means it must be taken as very similar in meaning to its canonical 
counterpart (Matt. 13.45-46). It is closest in Thomas to the similarly structured 
parables of the Fisherman (GTh 8) and the Lost Sheep (GTh 107): 


GTh8 GTh 76 GTh 107 
Principal actor: wise fisherman shrewd merchant shepherd 
Action: fishing/ finding finding/ buying searching/ finding 
Precious possession: a fish pearl alone one sheep 
Quality ofthe one: large [unfailing, enduring]? largest 
Alternative: small fish rest of merchandise ninety-nine 
Treatment of these: thrown back sold left behind 


There has been debate over the understanding of the ‘pearl’ (see note on 
76.2 below). A precise solution may not be possible, even if in general terms 
the pearl must refer to the salvation in the kindgom that accompanies the 
revelation of Jesus. The emphasis here is on its uniqueness, the single focus 
which it demands, and its permanence. 


Notes 


76.1 The kingdom of the Е, à } 
ther. For the Father's ki н s 
113 (‘my Father's kin ather. For the Father's kingdom, cf. GTh 57; 96-98; 


е И gdom' in 99). On the kingdom in Thomas, see Introduction, 
6.1 i 

hand. a өт a load of merchandise and who found a 

the pearl dealer in Matth к I iant who finds a pearl by accident (unlike 

‘finding’ in atthew).4 There may be a catchword connection with the 
5 11 77.3, though perhaps only at the Coptic stage. 

76.2 That merchant was shrewd. Although the canniness of the merchant 

does not dominate the saying, it is highlighted here (the statement is absent 
from Matthew);5 compare the ‘wise fisherman’ in СТЬ 8. 


3 This description features in the explanation of the parable. 
4 Nordsieck, 288; Plisch, 180. 


5 King, ‘Kingdom’, 56; Valantasis, 154. 
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76.2 He sold his load of merchandise. In contrast to Matthew's pearl-dealer 


Who sells everything he has, Thomas's merchant only sells his consignment of 


Merchandise.’ 
76.2 And bought for himself this one pearl. The implication is that the pearl 


ва Very expensive one.” Even if the Hymn of the Pearl (Acts Thom. 108-13) 
Wére near enough in milieu to the Gospel of Thomas, it would not be much 
help because the meaning of the pearl there is quite obscure. Dehandschutter 
Understands the pearl ina Gnostic framework.3 Lindemann, on the basis of the 
JUxtaposition of GTh 76-77, suggests that it might be Jesus himself? Pokorny 
Suggests the "human soul with its divine core‘! Dehandschutter's Gnostic 
Understanding is unhelpful, and the referent is not necessarily so specific as 
Jesus himself: the precise sense is unclear. 
. 76.3 As for you, seek his unfailing and enduring treasure. The antecedent of 
hig’ Can easily be taken as the Father in 76.1 (not the merchant). This statement 
аз a complicated tradition history (cf. esp. Matt. 6.19-20; Lk. 12.33).!! Its sense 
15 clear enough, however.” | 
76.3 Where no moth comes near to eat and no worm destroys. The pair 
‘Moth’ and ‘worm’ is unparalleled in the Synoptics, but appears in what looks 
like an interpretation of this saying in Gos. Truth 32,31-33,32, which begins with 
reference to the light ‘which does not fail’ (eveuaqoxà&, 32,34 cf. eua qax 
in GTh 76,4) and instructs the disciple, ‘Do not be moths. Do not be worms' 
(3346-17). The association of moths and worms in the parable therefore looks 


ike а second-century variant. 


—— e 

This distinction is fruitless, however, for identifying Thomas's version as more 
and therefore more authentic (Gathercole, Composition, 133-134). 

7 For outlandishly expensive pearls, see e.g. Suetonius, Julius 5o, where Caesar buys а pearl 
for Servilia at a price of six million sesterces. Pliny the Elder (NH 9.119121) reports a story 
in which Cleopatra has a pair worth ten million (and eats one of them). 
Dehandschutter, ‘Parabole de la репе, 258-259. 

9 Lindemann, ‘Gleichnisinterpretation, 220. 

10 Pokorny, 122. 

11 See Johnson, Seeking the Imperishable Treasure, and the response in Gathercole, C 


‘realistic’ 


om- 


position, 205-207, as well as Johnson's rejoinder, ‘Retranslating the Gospel of Thomas: A 
Response’, 575-580. 
12 King comments that the wealth is a ‘metaphor for spiritual things’ (‘Kingdom 55). 


Logion 77' 


77-1 exe iC xe ANOK rie royoeu rie €reixayoy тироү ANOK ПЄ ПТНРЧ RTA 
MTHPY et €BOÀ fip ayw йт ITTHPY tc» aapoei 77.2 COD? нчоүаув ANOK 
{'Ннаү 77.3 qt Anane еррї aya TeTuage epoer Fax 

77-1 Jesus said, ‘Iam the light who is above all things. Тат the all From me 
the all came forth, and the all reaches to me. 77.2 Split a piece of wood —I 


am there. 77.3 Lift the stone and you will find me there.’ 


30.3/77.3 ёүє[р]оу tov A(8o(v) х@хеї [e]¥pycets pe: 30.4/77-2 схісоу tà 80 
хүй ёхєї єіш. (Restoration exempli gratia.) 


30.3/77.3 Lil f]t the stone and you will Lf ]ind me. 30.4/77-2 Split the wood 
and I am there. 


Textual Comment 


As has been recognized by a number of scholars, the linkage of GTh 772 
to GTh 77.2~3 probably happened at the Coptic stage, since GTh 77.1 and 
GTh 77.2 are joined by the catchword "te, in the double sense of ‘reach’ and 
‘split. It is highly probable, then, that the earliest form of this saying merely 
consisted of 77.1, and so the interpretation will be concerned with that part 


alone, The alternation of GTh 77.2 and 77.3 in the Coptic and Greek is of no real 
Significance since the two sentences are synonymously parallel. 


1 Bibliography for GTh 77: Walls, ‘Stone and Wood in Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 1, 71-76; Dunder- 
berg, ‘Thomas’ I-sayings and the Gospel of John’, 58-60; A. Marjanen, ‘Is Thomas a Gnostic 
Gospel?’ in В. Ото, ed. Thomas at the Crossroads: Essays on the Gospel of Thomas (Edinburgh: 
T&T Clark, 1998), 107-139 (121-124); Popkes, ‘Ich bin das Licht’, 641—674; Dunderberg, Beloved 
Disciple in Conflict, 106-109; A. Standhartinger, ‘Vom Aufscheinen (Holz und Stein)—EvThom 
77,2, in Zimmermann, ed. Kompendium der Gleichnisse Jesu, 904—908; Onuki, 'Das Logion 77 
des koptischen Thomasevangeliums' 294—317; Eisele, Welcher Thomas, 149—171. 

2 See e.g. Haenchen, ‘Literatur zum Thomasevangelium’, 161-162; C.M. Tuckett, ‘The Gospel of 
Thomas: Evidence for Jesus?, NTT 52 (1998), 17-32 21 (n. 17); Popkes, ‘Ich bin das Licht, 655: 
Standhartinger, 'Vom Aufscheinen (Holz und Stein), 907. 
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Interpretation 


The remarkable statements in GTh 774 have as their main focus christology, 
Often neglected or downplayed in the study of Thomas. GTh 77.1 makes state- 
Ments, in sequence, of Jesus’ (a) supremacy over, (b) identification with, (c) 
Origination of, and (d) his status as the goal of, ‘all things’ or ‘the all. 


There has been debate over the precise worldview and christology here: it 


cannot readily be called (1) Pauline, as argued by Nordsieck, since if 'the all' is 
the world, then the identification between Jesus and the all is stronger than in 
€ texts he cites.? A second option is (2) panentheism (or ‘panenchristism’): 
Valantasis, Pokorny and Hedrick opt for this: ‘the speaker permeates all things 
Ut still remains “I”—that is, distinct from all things'* Finally, (3) there may e 
а pantheistic meaning, as argued by Grant & Freedman, Plisch and Grosso; 


Orbe uses the term ‘pancristismo’.® 


The difficulty in deciding between (2 ; 
€istic interpretation may entail too much watering down of the language © 


identification in 774, whereas ona pantheistic interpretation, it seems difficult 
н the point of impossibility to see how the corpse-like world of GTh 56, or the 
Poverty’ of GTh 29.3, could be part of Jesus. Before a decision can be taken, 

ere is the question of what the pan- is, i-e- the meaning ofall things’ or (the) 
all. (A shift in meaning from tupoy to TTHPA in 77.1 would seem forced.) The 
most likely explanation, given the difficulties already noted, is a reading (noted 
above in the interpretation of GTh 2), which sees the all not as the material uni- 
Verse, і.е, heaven and earth, but as the totality of the pneumatic element. On 
this interpretation, Jesus as the light is identified with the light within all elect 
People, 


) and (3) lies in the fact that a panen- 


oS t 

3 Nordsieck, 292, citing Rom. 11.36; 1 Cor. 8.6; Col. 136-17. Cf. however, the hyperbolic statement 
in Col. 3.11 sa: aa птнрӣ ayaa nergñ птнра ne nexc. 

4 Hedrick, 141; cf. also Valantasis, 156; Pokorný, 123- ; 

5 Grant & Freedman, 178; Plisch, 183; Grosso, 220. In the definition of one of Umberto Ecos 
characters, ‘a pantheist believes that God is everywhere, even in that speck of a fly you see 
there, in The Mysterious Flame of Queen Loana (London: Secker & Warburg, 2006), 34: 

6 A. Orbe, Cristología gnóstica: Introducción a la soteriología de los siglos Пу Ш, 2 Volumes 
(Madrid: La Editorial Catolica, 1976), 120. Cf. Walls, ‘Stone and Wood 72, on the pantheistic, 
or more strictly ‘panchristic Gnostic sense’ in the Coptic. 

7 Marjanen, ‘Is Thomas a Gnostic Gospel’, 121; cf. Dunderberg, Beloved Disciple in Conflict, 108. 
Also possible, though more remote, are a technical christological title, and the aeons of the 
Pleroma. 
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There is an apparent difficulty with the ‘high’ interpretation of the all мас. 
pneumatic element, since GTh 2.4 states (in the Coptic) that the succe " 
disciple will ‘reign over the all’ (quap ppo exñ trp). There ne gente rond 
argued above) is likely to be the material, phenomenal world. This mig d dim 
problems for an identification of Jesus with the all. On the other han А a 
phrase ‘over the all’ (exi птнрҷ) in 2.4 is almost certainly a later agon є 
appears neither in Р. Оху. IV 654 nor in Clement's quotations Hus his RR 
Strom. 2.9.45.5; 5.14.96.3): as a result, GTh 77.1 is not in conflict УИ Zi 
as we have it; it is the later scribe or translator who introduces the sui dente 
has the great advantages of meaning that the Тат" predication does not E 
to be diluted into panentheism, and explaining how Jesus might be ed 
both as the all and above the all. Jesus is ‘the all’ in the sense that he is identi 
with the totality of the spiritual element of light wherever that element may 
reside. 

A further possible contribution of this saying to our understanding d 
as is not usually noted, namely how it might reflect Thomas's understan vm 
the fall. There is a strong suggestion here that ‘the all'—understood as lig А 
coming forth from Jesus leads to some kind of alienation from him: the ver = 
is suggestive of movement (cf. axone, which might be more likely to visit 
a kind of creation). This statement can therefore be brought into relation With 


the other statements about a fall (e.g. GTh 11; 29). See further the discussion in 
the Introduction, § 10.1. 


Notes 


774 Jesus said, Тат the light’. Compare the similar Johannine statements (Jn 
8.12; 9.5; 11.9; 12.35-36, 46) and Ep. Pet. Phil. (NHC VIII) 133,26-134,1; cf. 1349—10. 
In Thomas, however, the light does not straightforwardly transcend humanity, 
but lies within humanity There is a continuum between (a) the light in human 
beings, (b) the light which is Jesus, and (c) the Father: compare GTh 77 here 
with GTh 24, 50 and 83. 

77-1 Who is above all things. Cf. Jn 3.31 for Jesus ‘above all’ (ёт&уш т@ут®У; cf. 
the same phrase in Philo, Somn. 2.78), and the language in the NT of Jesus as 
‘Lord of all’ (Ac. 10.36; Rom. 10.12; cf. Rev. 17.14; 19.16). Thomas retains a sense of 
the transcendence and supremacy of Jesus. 


аа. 


8 Incontrast to John: see Е.Н. Pagels, ‘Exegesis of Genesis 1 in the Gospels of Thomas and John, 
JBL u8 (1999), 477-496. 
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77-11 am the all. See discussion above. 

774 From me the all came forth. If ‘the all’ were the phenomenal world, the 
Sense of ‘coming forth from’ would probably be that of creation (cf. 1Cor. 8.6, 
and the Father et оё tà пбута). Since the all is more likely to be the totality of 

€ spiritual element, the ‘coming forth’ is probably more like an emanation 
(perhaps resulting in a fall). 

774 And the all reaches to me. Corresponding to Jesus as the origin (from 
me the all came forth’) is the balancing teleological remark (cf. Col. 1.16 and— 
with reference to the Father—Rom. 11.36; 1 Cor. 8.6). Here the sense may be that 
Jesus, since he qua light is dispersed through the cosmos (cf. the Gospel of Eve, 
apud Epiphanius, Pan. 26.371), attracts the spiritual element to union with him- 
self. This may further define the identification of Jesus and the disciple in GTh 
108.1~2 (‘he will become like me. I myself will become him’): the Gospel of Eve 
quotation applies here as well? 

77.2-3 Split a piece of wood—1 am there. Lift the stone and you will 
find me there. In its later location in GTh 77, this couplet, with its theme of 

Jesus’ permeation of even the lowliest elements of material creation (cf. Eccl. 
10.9), perhaps changes the sense of GTh 77.1 to a form of pantheism. For more 
detailed comment, see on GTh 30. ‘Finding’ here connects GTh 77 to 76 by a 
catchword link. 


— 
9 Тат you and you are I. And wherever you are, there am I. And I am sown in all things. And 
from wherever you want, you (may) gather me. But when gathering me, one gathers himself? 


Logion 78' 


78.1nexeic xe ETBE OY ATETHE! EBOA ercaa)e enay єүк^а) EAKIN e[so] BM 
птнү 78.2 ayw enay evp[o]u[e e]yñayrim evoun gig" [o6 Rer JüPpoov 
мӣ NeTHMerIcTaNoc 78.3 нае enfe Jayrun e[r]oun eov ayo cen[a]o Ç- 
COYN THE мн 


78.1 Jesus said, ‘Why have you come out to the countryside? To see @ reed 
shaken by the wind? 78.2 Or to see a т[ап | who is wearing а soft garment 


like your] kings and your nobles? 78.3 They have soft garments оп, but they 
are unable to know the truth.’ 


Interpretation 


The main interest in this saying concerns the very probable application to Jesus 
of words which in the Synoptics Gospels are about John the Baptist (Matt. 
1.7-8; Lk. 7.24-25). Thomas's reader could not be expected to see any reference 
to John.? The focus of the sayings meaning, however, is not in dispute. Here 
Thomas questions the relationship betweeen truth and power: those who are 
powerful do not understand the truth; the implied contrast is with the Thomas 
movement which may be powerless (cf. GTh 54) but which does possess the 


truth. Valantasis notes that, in the absence of a narrative context, this saying is 
little more than a 'harangue'? 


Notes 


78.1 Why have you come out to the countryside? The question seems a rhetor- 
ical one, with a sense like: ‘What are you doing here?" The implied audience is 
urban elites, and Jesus is located in the countryside, but it is not clear here that 


Bibliography for GTh 78: Schrage, Verhültnis, 160-164; R. Cameron, '"What Have You Come 
Out To See?" Characterizations of John and Jesus in the Gospels’, Semeia 49 (1990), 35-69. 
As far as I can see, every commentator assumes this view. See Valantasis, 157; DeConick, 


240-241; Nordsieck, 296; Plisch, 184; Pokorny, 124; also Cameron, '"What Have You Come Out 
To $ее?”, 44. 


3 Valantasis, 158. 


LOGION 78 497 
'the City is singled out for trenchant criticism’.* Wilson has suggested a literary 
relationship to the Synoptics here: since the question in the Synoptics is *What 
did you go out into the desert to see?) there is a difference of punctuation, with 
the Synoptics placing the “question mark" after ‘to see’, and Thomas putting it 
before,5 The verb e1 євох links СТ 78.1 to 77.1. 

78а To see a reed shaken by the wind? It is very unclear that there is any 
litera] reference here to the natural world (though of course one is more likely 
to see reeds in the countryside)? or from the point of view of Thomas's editor 
to Herod Antipas.? The reed in the wind is obviously a person who is easily 
influenced to side with a particular party in power, or by persuasive words 
(cf. the image of the wind in Eph. 4.14). Hedrick refers to ‘allegiances [which] 
change like the wind’ 

78.2 Or to see a man who is wearing a soft garment? This was particularly 
apposite as a contrast to John the Baptist, who wore a garment of camel's hair 
(Mk 1.6/Matt. 3.4). Presumably Thomas here assumes that Jesus similarly wore 
cheap, rough clothes. 

78.2 Like your kings and your nobles. Since the two noun 
mentary here, the rendering ‘nobles’ is given here for the ambi 
Noc,’ despite the possible translation ‘ruler’. 

78.3 They have soft garments on, but they are unable to know the truth. 
The implication here is that a life focused upon comfort and luxury is incom- 
patible with understanding true spiritual realities, or perhaps more precisely: 
those ‘whose social status is marked by their clothing are excluded from recog- 
nising the truth! ‘Truth’ (ue) perhaps links GTh 78, albeit weakly, with thenext 


Saying (cf. 79.2). 


s seem comple- 
guous M6TICTA- 


PME ee niue 

4 Arnal, ‘Rhetoric of Marginality' 489. 

5 Wilson, "Thomas and the Synoptics; 36. 

6 Valantasis, 157. " 
7 A suggestion of Plisch, 185 n. 4, who comments that Antipas issued coins with reeds. This 


understanding of the reed would be possible at the historical-Jesus stage, but becomes 


even less likely at a greater historical remove from Antipas. 

Hedrick, 142. 

9 Meaning ‘grandee’ (Lampe, 837a), 'king or ‘noble’. According to TLG, the e 
biguous references to peyiotavos as а nominative form are in Test. Sol. (ЗІ 
Agathangelus (5th cent.). The earlier form is реүстёу (cf. e.g. the nom. sing. in 

10 Plisch, 185. 


arliest unam- 
d cent?) and 
Sir. 10.24). 


Logion 79! 


"—— = 5 К 

794 nexe оүсрїн[є] nay РА MANWE xe nectare [n]oeu ivraeqi г2РОК i 
: s Я COTA 

йкї[в]є ewraeca[e [поток 79.2 nexa na[c] xe Neelaroy ANENTAL 

| T 3 ovü on ne 
anioroc пєй ayapee epoq еп оүнє 79.3 OYN eNeooy TAP Nagao 
ivrerüxooc xe NECIAT пөн TAEI ETE Иса AYW ÜKIBE чаб! ємпоүї ЄРФ- 
тє 


794 А woma(n] in the crowd said to him, ‘Blessed are the womb which bore 
you and the brea[s]ts which nursed you. 79-2 He said to he[r], Blessed are 
those who have heard the word of the Father and have truly kept it. 79-3 For 
days are coming when you will say, “Blessed are the womb which has not 
conceived and the breasts which have not given milk.” 


Interpretation 


This saying has parallels in two different parts of Luke.? Its main point, as is 
apparent from the presence of ‘Blessed are ...' in each of the three parts is to 
define the true nature of blessedness for women in particular, A wrong defi- 
nition appears first (bearing great children) in 79.1, followed by Jesus’ correc- 
tion in 79.2; he then follows this by saying that his point of view will eventu- 
ally be admitted to be true by the audience. In the absence of an historical- 
eschatological scenario for Thomas in 79.3, it is likely that the author is advo- 
cating some kind ofascetical identity for women.? Thomas may be sympathetic 
with the position of those criticised by Clement as ‘opposing God's creation’, 
who styled Salome as one who ‘did well’ not bearing children, and saw one of 
Jesus’ roles as to ‘destroy the works of the female.* The ambiguity of to when 
exactly in the future 79.3 refers, however, allows for Uro's interpretation that 


1 Bibliography for GTh 79: Schrage, Verháltnis, 164—168; Petersen, Zerstürt die Werke der Weib- 
lichkeit, 267-269; Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 97-108. 

2 GTh 791-2/ Lk. 11.27-28; GTh 79.3/ Lk. 23.29. 

3 Valantasis, 159, noting a reference here to a specifically female asceticism; cf, Jacobson, Jesus 
against the Family’, 215; DeConick, 242. 

4 Clement, Strom. 3.9.6.1; 3.9.66.1-2 and (citing the Gospel of the Egyptians) 3.9.63-2 respec- 
tively. Petersen, Zerstért die Werke der Weiblichkeit, 269, sees Thomas as more negative than 
Luke about the family here. 
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Celibacy (ifin view here) may only be a preferred, rather than compulsory, state 


the present? 


Notes 


793 A woman in the crowd said to him. Goodacre notes the Lukan character 
of the anonymous interlocutor from the crowd (сЁ GTh 72.1). 

79.1 Blessed are the womb which bore you and the breasts which nursed 
You. The first, wrong, definition ofblessedness taps into a culturally widespread 
attitude of what constitutes greatness for a woman, namely having great chil- 

ren.7 

79.2 He said to her, ‘Blessed are those who have heard the word of the 
Father and have truly kept it.’ Jesus pronounces his correction. This is the 
ninth of eleven beatitudes in Thomas. (See on 7.1 above; 79.1 and 79.3 are 
Not included, because they are not Jesus’ blessings.) Here, as perhaps also in 
СТЬ gg, we have a preference for the language of ‘Father’ over that of ‘God’ 
(cf. ‘God’ in Lk. 11.28).8 A particular reason for the word in this saying may 
bea contrast between the mother, negatively valued in 793 and the Father, 
Positively valued here. There is a similar context and content in GTh 99.2, 
though the point there is the true definition of relation to Jesus, rather than 
the character of true blessedness as here in 79. ‘Truly’ (eÑ оүмє) perhaps isa 
ea link to the previous saying, which ends with a reference to truth 

Me), 

79.3 For days are coming. This phrase (cf. GTh 38.2) echoes the familiar OT 
Phrase (оүй zRgooY ... namane « Sod реро ёрдоуто < hnhymym bym), though 
Thomas is more distant from the OT than the Synoptic counterpart Lk. 23-29: 
the frequent OT phrase invariably has 'behold'? as does the Lukan parallel to 
Thomas, (Elsewhere, however, Luke does not have 'behold' in versions of this 


€Xpression.!?) 


e НЕВЕ 

Uro, ‘Asceticism’, 222, 

Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 100—102. 

Plisch, 187. 

Cf. ‘the will of my Father’ in 99.2/ ‘the will of God’ in Mk 3.35, but ‘Father’ in Matt. 12.50- 
In the Greek, 1Sam. 2.31; 2 Kgs 2017; Am. 4-2; 8.11; 9.13; Zech. 141; Isa. 39.6; Jer. 732; 9-24 
16.14; 19-6; 23-5, 7; 28.52; 30.18; 31.12; 37.3; 38-27; 38.31. Cf. Heb. 8.8. 

10 — [Kk 5.35; 17-22; 19.43; 21.6. 


о оч Aw 
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79.3 When you will say, "Blessed are the womb which has not conceived 
and the breasts which have not given milk." There has been debate aboutthe 
kind of eschatology, if any, envisaged here. Pokorny has suggested the possibility 
of apocalyptic sufferings at the end, but it is more likely that an ascetic pointis 
being made, as argued above, whether this is enjoined (or only recommended) 
in the present, or regarded as a reality in the future state." 


11 СЕ Pokorny, 125. 


Logion 8o! 


Вол NEXE IC xe NENTAPCOYMN пкосмос aqee encana 80.2 TENTAZE дє 
єпсамз. пкосмос Anaa HMoY atc 


804 Jesus said, 'Whoever has come to know the world has found the body. 
80.2 But whoever has found the body, the world is not worthy of him." 


Interpretation 
This saying is one of a trio of similar sayings dispersed through Thomas: 


GTh 56: Jesus said, ‘Whoever has come to know the world has found a corpse. 
And whoever has found the corpse, the world is not worthy of him.’ 

GTh8o: Jesus said, ‘Whoever has come to know the world has found the 
body. But whoever has found the body, the world is not worthy of 
him?’ 

GTh 110: Jesus said, ‘Whoever has found the world and is rich, let him re- 
nounce the world. 


As can be seen here, GTh 80 is identical to 56, except for the substitution of 
‘corpse’ (птома) with ‘body’ (cona): the author seems to be playing on pi 
similar senses, and the graphic and phonetic resemblances of the two words; 
Both parts of СТЬ 80 are elliptical, and difficult to interpret. Pokorny sees 
the body in a (potentially) positive light, on the grounds that the Spirit can 
reanimate the corpse and make it a body? Valantasis sees the body as the 
spiritual community. Neither of these find much support from the text of GTh 
80 or from Thomas more widely. More likely is an interpretation similar to S 
meaning of GTh 56, namely, a concern with coming to see the true nature 0 
the world (80.1), upon which the true disciple rises above that world (80.2). 
Plisch remarks that ‘body’ in GTh 80 can easily be interpreted synonymously 


1 Bibliography for GTh 8o: Sellew, ‘Death, Body, and the World; 530-534: Liebenberg, Lan- 
guage of the Kingdom, 136-149; Uro, Thomas, 55—62; Gathercole, Composition, 77—79, 250-262. 

2 The tone is perhaps slightly milder (thus Leipoldt, Evangelium nach Thomas, 71)- 

3 Pokorny, 125-126. 

4 Valantasis, 160. 
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appearsto beused 


with ‘corpse’ in the earlier saying, especially since ‘body’ also 2 
9 x however. 


negatively in GTh 87. This must remain a tentative interpretation, 


Notes 


Вол Whoever has come to know the world has found the body. There ts ап 
ellipsis here: the object of knowledge is probably (as in СТЬ 56) (the true nature 
of) the world" ‘the world (as it really is) ‘The result is that the disciple ‘has found 
the (dead) body (that the world is)’ А 

80.2 But whoever has found the body, the world is not worthy of him. ms 
"whoever has found that body (i.e. the world): This discovery is clearly highly 
valued, hence the conferral of the high status: the person is no longer simply 
part of the world, but has transcended it, On the phrase, 'the world is not 
worthy’ (cf. Heb. 11.38), see on GTh 56.2.6 


——_ 


5 Plisch,188, 


6 Onthe relation to Heb. 11.38, see Gathercole, Composition, 250-262. 


Logion 81! 


P NTa NOYAYNA- 
81a nexe IC xe neurapp puao Ma ped? РРО 81.2 aya rierey i Taq' NOYAYN 


HIC MAPEYAPNA 

7 1 ign; 81. d whoever 
81.1 Jesus said, ‘Whoever has become rich, let him reign; 81.2 an 
has power, let him renounce it.’ 


Interpretation 


1 GTh 8o, at least from the per- 


This sayi f. Dial. is joined witl 
ac a ы f GTh 80-8 (see interpretation 


Spective of GTh по, whic ines elements 0 
Of GTh no below); GTh > аа ‘kingdom’. Davies takes the view that GTh m 
‘May indicate that those who have found self-knowledge and who оа eed 
cally rule ought not to think that this automatically entitles them to politic 
authority within the movement’? but 81.2 is about renunciation rather же 
Warning against a presumption. Nordsieck takes 81.1 to advocate — oo 
and generous like a king? this puts quite à strain on the Coptic, as well a 
OW Thomas might have understood kings. 
The main question arising from this saying among scholars is whether а 
should be understood metaphorically, in terms of spiritual wealth and reign, 
Ог ironically, as a sarcastic demand (‘if you have money, go ahead and am 
Why don't you"), with an implied condemnation of such a course? Ano d 
Way of expressing the difference is whether the elements of the couplet oat 
in complementary parallel (exercise spiritual power; renounce worldly ad i 
9r antithetical parallel (go ahead and exercise worldly power! no—not r a 
renounce it). The ironic view does not necessarily fit as well within Thom e 
Style, however, and the elements of 81.1 make good sense as referring to spiritu 
Wealth and reign, both of which are found elsewhere in the Gospel (see notes 
below), There is an interesting parallel in Plotinus with much of the same 


language (Enn. 1.4.14). 


ME 

1 Bibliography for GTh 81: There are no special studies of this logion, to my knowledge. See the 
commentaries, ad loc, 

Davies, The Gospel of Thomas: Annotated and Explained, 104. 

Nordsieck, 301-302. 

Valantasis, 161; Hedrick, 146. 

Plisch, 188-189; both options are mentioned by Pokorny, 126. 


C BU N 
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Notes 


811 Whoever has become rich, let him reign. On the connection between 
spiritual wealth and reign, cf. 1Cor. 4.8. On spiritual wealth, cf. GTh 3.5; 29-3 
85.1. The rule envisaged is presumably that of GTh 2.4. : 
81.2 And whoever has power, let him renounce it. This is probably meantin 
a more literal sense, referring to abdication from positions of worldly might. It 
is probably an expression of hope that those in authority would acknowledge 
the truth of the incompatibility of spiritual and worldly power (cf. GTh 78)- 


Logion 82: 


82.1 nexe ic xe пєтенм €poct eqeun ercare 82.2 aya пєтоүнү Huet чоүнү 


RruRTepo 

82.1 Jesus said, 'He who is near me, is near the fire; 82.2 and he who is far 
y , 

from me is far from the kingdom. 


Interpretation 


Most of the interest in this saying has centred on its possible authenticity, 
апа the various parallels. For the close parallels in Origen, Didymus, Gospel 
ofthe Saviou r, and the Exposition of the Gospel in Armenian (which may well 
be influenced by Thomas) see Introduction, $ 4-1-2 above. On the authenticity 
(and the more distant parallels), see note below (ad Jesus said’). 


question is what ‘fire’ means, anda great 


As far as the sense is concerned, the 
nthe sense 


number of potential solutions has been offered. Some advocate fire i 
of (1) judgment. Plisch sees it as (2) the danger of suffering and martyrdom. 
Others, such as Pokorny, identify the fire more positively as (3) moral purifica- 
tion;4 Valantasis identifies it as the fire of (4) ‘transformative interpretation’. 

King combines (3) and (4) into a fire of (5) 'ascetic/ moral purification and illu- 


u-———— À———— 

1 Bibliography for СТЬ 82: J.B. Bauer, ‘Das Jesuswort “Wer mir nahe ist"; TAZ (1959), 446-456; 
J.B. Bauer, ‘Echte Jesusworte, in W.C. van Unnik, ed. Evangelium aus dem Nilsand (Етап 
furt: Heinrich Scheffer, 1960), 108-150 (122-124); Jeremias, Unknown Sayings of Jesus, 66-73; 
О. Hofius, ‘Unknown Sayings of Jesus, in P. Stuhlmacher, ed. The Gospeland the Gospels (Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1991 [1983]), 336-360: DeConick, Seek to See Him, 105-109; E.K. Broadhead, 
‘An Authentic Saying of Jesus in the Gospel of Thomas?’ NTS 46 (2000), 132-149; см. Hedrick 
‘An Anecdotal Argument for the Independence of the Gospel of Thomas from the Synoptic 
Gospels, in H.-G. Bethge, $. Emmel, K.L. King & I. Schletterer, eds. For the Children, Perfect 

Instruction: Studies in Honor of Hans-Martin Schenke on the Occasion of the Berliner Arbeit- 

skreis für koptisch-gnostische Schriften's Thirtieth Year (NHMS 54; Leiden: Brill, 2002), 13-126; 

Nagel, 'Apokryphe Jesusworte in der koptischen Überlieferung, 499-501. 

Bauer, ‘Das Jesuswort, 448; Grosso, 227, also emphasising theophany with the judgment. 

Plisch, 190. 

Pokorny, 127. 


ap ы 


Valantasis, 162. 
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mination'9 DeConick sees the fire as theophanic, and referring to the ‘nearness’ 
of, or (6) union with Jesus in mystical visionary experience.” 

Although it is hard to be definite, Plisch's view is probably closest. Against 
views (3-6), fire is generally negative and destructive in Thomas (cf. СТЬ 10,13, 
16, 57), but—against (1)—it is unlikely that being near to Jesus invites divine 
judgment. Positively, the rough parallel to this saying in Ignatius has fire in 
a list of potential sufferings which may be inflicted upon Christians by their 
persecutors.* So the meaning of the saying is, put more prosaically: it may be 
that following Jesus is highly dangerous (82.1), but not following him is even 
worse, as access to the kingdom can only be had through him (82.2). 


Notes 


Jesus said. In this particular saying, the introductory formula is of interest 
because, although not closely paralleled in the Synoptic Gospels,9 Origen (with 
hesitation), Didymus and the Armenian Exposition of the Gospel introduce this 
statement as a saying of Jesus. This raises even more sharply than in other 
places in Thomas the question of authenticity.'? (The saying was already much 
discussed as an agraphon by Resch and Jeremias even before the publication of 
Thomas in Coptic.) Various points have been adduced as evidence of the say- 
ing's authenticity. (1) One factor is Ménard’s argument that, when retroverted 
into Aramaic, the saying has four phrases (or two four-beat stichoi) with alliter- 
ation and rhyme." (2) For Jeremias, ‘the most important indication of authen- 
ticity is the purpose ofthe saying, in the sense that it echoes Jesus’ message of 
eschatological urgency." (3) Broadhead has argued that the 82.1 is most likely 


6 King, ‘Kingdom, 70 (with reference to the context in 83 and 81). 

7 DeConick, 247. As she puts it elsewhere, Jesus is ‘God's glory surrounded b fire’ as i 
Jewish speculative tradition (Voices of the Mystics, 91). ЕТ 

8 Ignatius, Smyrn. 4.2: ‘Why have I given myself up to death, to fire, to th d, to thi 
wild beasts? Well, ‘near to the sword, near to God", and “in company en E ые» 
company with God"—as long as it is in the name of Jesus Christ! жанан 

9 Cf. however Mk 9.49; Mk 7.6/Matt. 15.8 and esp. Mk 12.34. 


10  Chilton 'Gospel according to Thomas; 168, even talks about a consensus on authenticity 


authentic, but ‘with some hesitation’; 
AJ.B. Higgins, ‘Non-Gnostic Sayings in the Gospel of Thomas’, NoyT 4( à 
(303). 

ы Ménard, 'Les problémes de l'Évangile selon Thomas’, 60; Jeremias, Unknown 
Jesus, 71-72. See discussion in Gathercole, Composition, 90-91. 

12 Jeremias, Unknown Sayings of Jesus, 72. 


More moderately, Higgins accepts the saying as 


1960), 292-306 


Sayings of 
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to go back to John the Baptist in the first instance, but that this first half was 
then taken up by Jesus and supplemented with the reference to the kingdom. 

If one were to apply the traditional ‘criteria of authenticity’, it satisfies the 
criterion of coherence (with e.g. Mk 8.34, on the dangers of discipleship, and 
Jesus' relation to the kingdom in e.g. Mk 10.14; Matt. 7.21; Lk. 22.29; 23.42), and 
among the second-division criteria, the retroversion of Jeremias might show its 
Aramaic quality; the ‘multiple attestation’ question is more difficult, as it is hard 
to know to what extent the other parallels are indebted to Thomas.!* As has 
been widely shown, however, the criteria are deeply flawed (see Introduction, 
$11.5-6, above). 

Few would dispute that GTh 82 is just the kind of thing which Jesus might 
well have said. On the other hand, it might also be that it is primarily Aesopic 
fable tradition exerting an influence upon Thomas here, as it does elsewhere. 
This is most prominent in Thomas's redaction of Matt. 23.13/ Luke 11.52/ GTh 
39 in GTh 102, where the Pharisees' attempts to prevent people from entering 
the kingdom is supplemented with the image of the dog in the manger. GTh 82 
also has a close connection with the Aesop tradition, as the sayings ó £yyóc Абс, 
ёүүўс̧ xepavvod (‘he who is near Zeus is near the thunderbolt’) and ndppw Atég te 
кой xepauvod (‘far from Zeus, far from the thunderbolt’) have (separately) been 
preserved in collections of Aesopic tradition;!5 cf. Ignatius, Smyrn. 4.2: dà 6 
ёүү®с paxaipas, ёүүўс 0200, ó petatd Onplwv, petakd 0700.16 


13 Broadhead, Authentic Saying of Jesus’, 147-148 and 148 respectively. 

14 Grant & Freedman, 90, imply that Origen took the saying from Thomas; for the contrary 
view, see Hedrick, ‘Thomas and the Ѕупоріісѕ, 45. 

15 8 éyyoc Aióc, ёүүйс̧ xepavvod: see ПАРОІМІАІ АІХОПОҮ 7. Text in E.L. Leutsch & F.G. 
Schneidewin, Corpus Paroemiographorum Graecorum (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ru- 
precht, 1831), 1.228; B.E. Perry, Aesopica (Urbana, IL: University of Illinois 1952), 1.290. 
Discussion of ms. іп L. Cohn, ‘Die Sprichwörter des Cod. Laur. ТУШ 24, in idem, Zu 
den Paroemiographien (Breslau, 1887), 1-44 (esp. 3). For nóppw Atóc te at xegetououy see 
(Ps.-)Diogenianus, 7:77b. Text in Leutsch & Schneidewin, Corpus Paroemiographorum 
Graecorum, 1:300. Comment іп W. Bühler, Zenobü Athoi Proverbia (Göttingen: Vanden- 
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1987), 188-275. The maxim appears already in Synesius, Oratio di 
regno и (c. 400 CE). Cf. Dixit philosophus: Rex est similis igni: Cui si nimis admotus ueris 
cremaberis; si ex toto remotus, frigebis. (Petrus Alfonsi, Disc. XXVI). See Hilka & Sóderhjelm, 
Die Disciplina Clericalis des Petrus Alfonsi, 39, ll. 24-26, cited in Bauer, 'Das Jesuswort, 449. 

16 Ignatius seems to quote the first half as a kind of proverbial proof-text, given the introduc- 
tory А4, its elliptical character, and the fact that he seems to coin the secondary saying 
about the beasts off the back of it. 
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He who is near me, is near the fire. If the danger of persecution is implied 
here, this is paralleled in GTh 3, where inquisition of members of the Thomas 
movement may be implied, and in the blessing upon the persecuted in GTh 68. 

And he who is far from me is far from the kingdom. There is an exclusivist 
claim here that not being a disciple is the same as being outside the pale ofthe 
kingdom. This saying brings Jesus and the kingdom into very close relationship. 
On the kingdom in Thomas, see Introduction, 810.1 above. 


Logion 8з! 


83.1 NEXE IC xe NeIKMN сєоүомә EBOA HNPMME ay@ NOYOEIN ETÄZHTOY qeu 
гн eikcon 83.2 Hnoyoemn Hire qNac@AT EBON AYD TEq2IK@MN гнп` €B0À 
етн rieqovoem 


83.1 Jesus said, ‘The images are visible to man, but the light which is within 


them is hidden. In the image (or, reflection) 83.2 of the light of the Father it 
will be revealed, but his image is hidden by his light’ 


Textual Comment 


The problematic element is the adverbial phrase ‘in the image of the light 
of the Father, which may either be the hiding-place of the light in 83.1 (‘the 
light in them remains concealed in the image of the light of the Father’; thus 
Lambdin?), or the location of the revelation of the light in 83.2 (‘In the image 
of the light of the Father, it will be revealed’). Plisch sees both of these as 
problematic, on the grounds that ‘the expression “the image of the light of 
the Father” is simply nonsense, since the light of the Father does not have any 
image’? As a result, he proposes emending fnoyoem to noyoeu this results in 
aclear sentence division between 83.1 and 83.2.4 This is a possibility, but there 
may be other solutions which do not require a textual conjecture. Elsewhere 
the light can be said to have an image (e.g. ‘the image of the light, in Tri. Trac. 
9424—25; Paraph. Shem 10,31; 39,16; cf. ‘the likeness of the light’ in Paraph. Shem 


1 Bibliography for GTh 83: DeConick, Seek to See Him, 100-117; J.Ma. Asgeirsson, *Plato's Ti- 
maeus and the Gospel of Thomas’, in J.Ma. Asgeirsson, A.D. DeConick & R. Uro, eds. Thoma- 
sine Traditions in Antiquity: The Social and Cultural World of the Gospel of Thomas (Leiden: 
Brill, 2006), 155-174 (162—171); Popkes, Menschenbild, 227—233 (and 216-347 more generally); 
E.E. Popkes, ‘Das Licht in den Bildern —EvThom 83, in Zimmermann, ed. Kompendium der 
Gleichnisse Jesu, 909—915; E.E. Popkes, ‘The Image Character of Human Existence: GThom 83 
and GThom 84 as Core Texts of the Anthropology of the Gospel of Thomas’, in J. Frey, ]. Schröter 
& E.E. Popkes, eds. Das Thomasevangelium: Entstehung—Rezeption—Theologie (BZNW 157; 
Berlin; Walter de Gruyter, 2008), 416—434; Patterson, ‘Jesus Meets Plato’ 190-196. 

Layton & Lambdin, "The Gospel according to Thomas’, Nag Hammadi Codex П2-7: Volume 
One, 85; also, as far as the structure is concerned, DeConick, 247. 

3 Plisch, 191. 

‘Images are visible to man, but the light which is within them is hidden in the image. The light 
of the Father will reveal itself, but his image is hidden by his light: 
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3,34-35), so the idea is not necessarily nonsensical. There are also other options 
for the interpretation, as we shall see. 


Interpretation 


This saying is closely related to GTh 84 which follows. Some elements of it 
are reasonably clear. There are four statements, which are concerned with 
visible—invisible—visible— invisible respectively. 

There is initially (in 83.1) a contrast between the visible appearance ofhuman 
beings on the one hand, and the invisible light within them on the other (cf the 
‘light within a luminous person’ in GTh 24.3), between images in the ccna 
realm, and spiritual light in the intelligible realm. This is how human beings are 
constituted in the present. By contrast, the reverse is true of the constitution of 
the Father:5 his image is within his light (83.2), that is, he is surrounded bylight. 
Although the light within humans is hidden at present, it will be revealed in the 
future (83.2). 

The unclear element is, as has already been noted, the adverbial phrase ‘in 
the image of the light of the Father’, which may either be the ‘hiding-place’ 
of the light in 83.1 (‘concealed in the image of the light of the father’), or the 
location of the revelation of the light in 83.2, as in the translation above. A 
potential difficulty with the former is how the image within a person might be 
concealed in the image of the light of the Father: an image seems much more 
likely to be an instrument of revelation than of concealment; hence it makes 
better sense to tie the phrase ‘in the image of the light of the Father’ to what 
follows (‘it will be revealed’) than to what precedes (‘is hidden’). The way in 
which the light of the Father reveals the light within people is that the light 


within people shows up reflected in the light of the Father. For further detail, 
see the notes, 


Notes 


83.1 The images are visible to man, but the light which is within them is 
hidden. People can see each others’ physical, visible appearances? but the 


5 Rightly, Plisch, 192. ы »- 
6 Given 844, the images are very probably exclusively human; cf. Nordsieck's more generalising 
view (307). 
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divine realm, though immanent, is invisible: on this latter, compare GTh 13.4, 
in which ‘the kingdom of the Father is spread out upon the earth and people 


do not see it. The language of ‘images’ may ultimately go back to Genesis, but 


the emphasis here is more on the outward appearances of people, rather than 
thought in GTh 83-84 that people 


^ theology of the imago dei: there is no à aaa 1 
are made in the image of a higher power.” The light within these images may 


Well only belong to the elect, rather to than humanity as a whole, as per 
GT person’. Because it is within, it is 


83.2 In the image (i.e. reflection) of the light of the Father it (sc. the light 
Within people) will be revealed. One possible key to the interpretation of this 
Statement isto take ‘image’ in the sense not of form or likeness, but of ‘reflection’ 
(Ls 485b: ‘image in a mirror’). The framework of understanding in GTh 83.2 
May be similar to that in the eschatological scene at the end of Concept of our 
Great Power: 


Then the souls will appear, who are holy through the light of the Power, 
who is exalted, above all powers, the immeasurable, the universal one, І 
and all those who will know me. And they will be in the aeon of beauty of 
the aeon of judgment, since they are ready in wisdom, having given glory 
to him who is in the incomprehensible unity; and they see him because of 
his will, which is in them. And they all have become as reflections (мгіком) 
in his light. They all have shone, and they have found rest in his rest. 


(Conc. 47,9-26) 


If this parallel is appropriate, GTh 83.2 is referring to a future event in which 
the light within the elect$ will appear: at present, their light is not evident, 
but when the time comes, it will be revealed in reflection of the Father's light. 
The event may be eschatological and universal, or it could be an individual 
Опе which occurs when the person attains knowledge, or experiences mystical 


Eu lud шш 

7 Pace DeConick, 248. It is also a difficulty for Popkes' view of a background to Thomas in the 
Apocryphon ofJohn that the precise use of eme and eran for ‘the different aspects of the image 
character of human existence’ does not work for GTh 83 (Popkes, ‘The Image Character of 
Human Existence’, 430). СТЬ 83 uses ікон both for the outward, physical human image and 
for the image of the Father. 

8 Probably not the light of the Father (as argued by Valantasis); it is more likely that 832 is 
speaking of the future revelation of what in 83.1 is hidden. 

9 On the view proposed here, it is unlikely that the ‘image of the light of the Father’ is Jesus (the 
view of Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins, 144). 


512 LOGION 83 


vision (cf. 5.1). It may be that there is some Platonic background, as a number 
of scholars say, but there is no very precise source.!? 

83.2 But his image is hidden by his light. The point here may be that 
the Father himself remains invisible, although this would contradict GTh 15, 
which refers to vision of the Father. More likely perhaps is that the Father is 
surrounded by light, and in this surrounding light the Father (alone) can see 
his own image: the image is contained within the light, rather than penetrating 
it and going outside. This idea may be seen in the Apocryphon of John: 


For it is he who contemplates him[self] in his light which surrounds 
[him], namely the spring [of] living water ... And in every direction he 
[perceives] his image (гікам) by seeing it in the spring of the [Spirit]. 


Here, the Father sees himself in the light-water surrounding him; he perceives 
his image as the light reflects it back to him. This might make sense of the 
apparent paradox at the end of this saying in Thomas, where the Father has 
an image, but it is hidden by his light. 


10 Pokorný, 128; Hedrick, 148. There may be a contrast between the hidden light and the 
visible light in the cave allegory, but the parallel is inexact. 
11 Ар. John II 449-24 and parallels in the other manuscripts. 


Logion 84! 


Вал nexe T üpooY ereTunay enerüeme ajaperüpag)e 84.2 LOTAN AE E- 
TeTHaaAnnay aANETHeIKON HrAPOXDHG рї тєтмєгн оүтє MAYMOY оүтє 


Hayoyane egor TETHAM ga OYHP 


84.1 Jesus said, ‘When you see your likenesses, you rejoice! 84.2 But when 
x) и. " В f 6 
h came into being before you—which neither die 


you see your images whic 
: h will you bear!’ 


пог are revealed —how muc 


Interpretation 


In this saying, the theme of the revelation of images continues from GTh 83, 
With a shift from the third person to direct address in the second person plural. 
The revelation of the images in GTh 83, as they appear in the Father's light, 
Tay be the same as the vision in 84.2. The contrast introduced now in GTh 84 
between 'image' and ‘likeness’ means that here an allusion to Genesis 1.26-27 
is more apparent? The main point here is straightforward: 'It contrasts the 
act of gazing at one's corporeal likeness with the vision of one's heavenly self, 
image, or angelic counterpart.” Popkes emphasises here that Thomas (along 
with the Apocryphon of John) depends on a Gnostic interpretation of Gen. 
1.26-27,* arguing that the image theology here cannot be accounted for by 
early Jewish interpretation but that Thomas depends here on the full Gnostic 
myth (see further notes below).5 The distinction between an immortal and a 


transient, external image, which is the main point here, is not uniquely Gnostic, 
however.6 


——— 

1 Bibliography for GTh 84: DeConick, Seek to See Him, 148-172; Asgeirsson, ‘Plato’s Timaeus and 
the Gospel of Thomas’, 162-171; Popkes, Menschenbild, 227—233 (and 216-347 more generally); 
Patterson, ‘Jesus Meets Plato’, 190-196; Popkes, ‘The Image Character of Human Existence’, 
416-434. 

Popkes, Menschenbild, 229—230. 

DeConick, Voices of the Mystics, 94. 

Popkes, Menschenbild, 321. 

Popkes, Menschenbild, 343—344. 


anf wr 


Cf. ı Cor. 15.49; Philo, Opif. 134; cf. Patterson, Jesus Meets Plato’, 194. 
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84.1 When you see your likenesses, you rejoice! The reference here is to the 
everyday non-theological events of seeing one's likeness in a mirror, window, 
shadow or in water (or—less commonly— in a portrait or bust), events which 
are pleasant.’ ‘Likeness’ here (eme) is distinguished from the ‘image’ in 84.2 
(eun), although the external likeness in 83.1 was designated by gikan.’ 

84.2 But when you see your images which came into being before you. 
These 'images' are the pre-existent beings which existed in the beginning (GTh 
18), and come from the light (GTh 49-50). Philo also distinguishes between the 
man in his present (убу) form, and the first, noctic man formerly (npótepov) 
created (Opif. 134). 

84.2 Which neither die nor are revealed. The first element of this paren- 
thetical remark is easily comprehensible—the pre-existent images are under- 
standably everlasting entities. That they are not revealed probably means that 
they never appear in the sensible realm, hence the vision of these images in 
84.2 is an intellectual-spiritual vision, in contrast to the everyday sense ofsight 
involved in 84.1. Again, Philo refers to the true idea of ‘man’ made in the image 
of God as both imperishable and visible only to the intellect, in contrast to the 
visible mortal man (Opif. 134). 

84.2 How much will you bear! Rather than being a genuine question? this 
is probably an exclamation of what a painful shock it will be for those who 
encounter their true images.'? The idea perhaps recalls what is also expressed 
in Plato's cave allegory: 


7 So Patterson, ‘Jesus Meets Plato’, 194: ‘one's own likeness, say in a mirror, à pool, ora 
painting: Unlikely is a more technical sense suggested in Plisch, 193, 194 n. 3, (a view noted 
also by Pokorny, 129) of seeing fellow human beings. 
Popkes, "The Image Character of Human Existence’, 430, notes: "While the term eau 
describes the image character of mankind to the upper deity, eme marks the likeness of 
mankind to Yaldabaoth and his archons: He is correct to take the term as a representation 
inferior to the 'image' in 84.2 (even if the distinction is not observed in GTh 83; cf. also 
Apoc. Paul 19,28-29, where Paul's image below is designated by eme). Popkes emphasises 
that this parallels the terminology in Ap. John (see esp. Menschenbild, 229, 321-322, and 
313-342 more widely). 
9 оүнр does not appear always to have an interrogative sense: see e.g. Psalms of Heracleides 
5 (Allberry, Manichaean Psalm-Book II, 192, line 8); also Layton, Coptic Grammar, 61 (S 73). 
10 See eg. DeConick, 249, who also emphasises the dimension of the pain involved in the 
transformation. Pace Patterson, ‘Jesus Meets Plato’, 194, who takes the reference to be to 
the greatness of the image which they will reclaim and ‘bear’ in the heavenly realm. 
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(i.e. a prisoner in the cave) was untied, and forced to 


When one of them 
and walk, and look towards the light, he 


stand up suddenly, turn his head, 

would find all these things painful. 
(Rep. 7 [515C]) 

If he wag forced to look at the light itself, would it not hurt his eyes? 

(Rep. 7 [515Е]) 


Hence the vision in Thomas of the true images, which is undoubtedly positive 
Overall, is initially discomforting. Perhaps there is some correspondence here 
to the idea that the final rest and rule promised in GTh 2 must be preceded by 
(disturbing) astonishment (see on GTh 2 above). 


Logion 85! 


85.1 nexe IC xe fra aasan apre EBOX 2NNOYNOS RaAYuaHIC MN оүноб 
яыйтрӣмљго ayw ппеҷаушпє є[ҷап јог ннаугї 85.2 uevacxioc rap ME [Neq- 
na axi T]a[e] an Annoy 


854 Jesus said, Adam came into being from a great power and a great 
wealth, but he did not become [wor ]thy of you. 85.2 For if he had been worthy, 
[he would] not [have tas]ted death.’ 


Interpretation 


This is one of a number of sayings which draw attention to the exalted status 
of the disciple in Thomas. Adam here, like the world elsewhere (GTh 56; 80; 
ш), is not worthy of the elect. This is evident from the fact that he tasted death 
whereas the true disciple will not (GTh 1). 


Notes 


85.1 Adam came into being. Adam (also mentioned in GTh 46.1) is the only OT 
figure named in Thomas.? There is no reason to suppose an exalted superhu- 
man Adam (or 'Adamas') of a Gnostic or related sort (especially in the light of 
GTh 46, where Adam is clearly human). 

85.1 From a great power and a great wealth. Power and wealth are divine 
attributes of a sort in Rev. 5.12. Using similar language, Teaching of Silvanus 
112,810 refers to a ‘Great Power and a Great. Glory’ who ‘has revealed the world. 
The phrase ‘great power’ is common in the Nag Hammadi literature, usually 


referring either to a supreme deity (e.g. in Concept of our Great Power), but also 
to other positive, lesser entities.3 


The identity of the creator figure in СТЬ 85 is unclear. The Father is probably 
not a creator in Thomas, since he is not in general depicted as an agent. Jesus 


Bibliography for GTh 85: Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 49-54; Patterson, ‘Jesus Meets Plato’, 
190-196. 

G.C. Stead, ‘New Gospel Discoveries’, Theology 62 (1959), 321-327 (326). 

In Allogenes 50, there are various ‘great powers’ In Ap. John, Sophia is in possession ofa great 
power, which Yaldabaoth took from her (II 1049-21 and parallels). 
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s in some sense the source of everything in GTh 77.1, 
r for Jesus to refer to himself so obliquely in 
this Way. Interestingly, Jesus speaks in GTh 101.3 of his true mother who gave 
him life, which may be evidence of a female creator figure, and would fit with 
the gender of ‘power’ and ‘wealth’, at least in the Coptic (aynamic, MRTPHHAO, 
both feminine); a female Spirit may be in view. The designation 'a great power 
and a great wealth’ leaves open the possibility of some sort of demiurgic figure. 
Although sometimes evil (e.g. in ‘classical’ Gnostic works such as Ap. John and 
Gos. Jud.), two points reinforce the positive valuation of Adam's creator here 
(whether Jesus or a demiurge): first, wealth of a spiritual kind is positively 
valued in Thomas (29.3; 811), aS elsewhere in early Christian literature (and 
Nag Hammadi texts); secondly, the point of referring to this origin of Adam 
15 to highlight the drastic nature of his fall into death (probably) from such an 


i a Possibility, since he i 
ut it would perhaps be peculia 


exalted position. 

Thomas may be consciously taking a position in the discussion of Adam's 
Origins (even if that position is not completely clear to us). It is evident that GTh 
854 contrasts with the Second Treatise of! the Great Seth, where Adam is created 
as a counterfeit man by the Hebdomad, an evil demiurge (62,27-31). Thomas 
May be closer to the view of the Valentinians as reported in Irenaeus: ‘they 
declare that Paradise, situated above the third heaven, is a fourth archangel, 
from whom Adam derived certain qualities while he conversed with him’ (AH 
1.5.2), Closer to Thomas is the view which Irenaeus attributes to Saturninus, 
namely that man was created by the angels, but being too weak to stand, he was 
Siven a spark of life by 'the Power (AH 1.24.1). Hippolytus's Naassenes see Adam 
as enlivened by ‘many powers’ (Ref. 5.7.6). How much Thomas is in continuity 
With the older view ofthe supreme creator God as the maker of Adam, explicitly 
upheld in e.g. Theophilus (Autolyc. 2.18), is unclear. 

854 But he did not become worthy of you. On the theme of unworthiness, 
cf. СТЬ 56; 8o; 11. 

85.2 For if he had been worthy, he would not have tasted death. 
death’, see comments and bibliography ad GTh 1. Probably more than Adam's 
Physical death is envisaged here, since mere biological death (something expe- 
rienced by Jesus as well—no doubt—as some of the Thomas movement: cf. 
55-2) would probably not indicate unworthiness. An allusion to Adam’s death 
as penalty or Unheil is probably in evidence; Adam not only experienced phys- 
ical death but expulsion from paradise (cf. GTh 19), and therefore forfeited 
the state of primeval innocence. Hence Thomas probably participates in the 
second-century discussion of whether Adam was to be saved, taking the neg- 
ative position of Tatian which was so strongly to be condemned by Irenaeus 
(AH 1.28.1; cf. Irenaeus's own view in AH 3.23.8). This is interesting in the 


On ‘tasted 
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context of the second century, when Adam became a subject of discussion in 
his own right in Christian texts, rather than simply as a type of Christ (only 
mentioned by name 9» in the NT; cf. the depiction in Paul in Кот. 512—195 
1Cor. 15.22, 45). He is not an object of any speculation in the Apostolic Fathers. 


Logion 86' 


[nip c90P ovat ay ч[о]ү[внв] avo fearaTe оүйт»ү may 


86.1 nexe їс хє 2 l be 
Ae проме uRTAq NN[oy]Ma єрікє NTeq ane 


Hn[e]|vua? 86.2 mayHPe 
Aq row а[но]{` 


ve [hole]s, and birds have their nests, 86.2 but the 


86.1 Jesus said, [Foxes ha) 
lace to lay his head and rest hi[msel]f^ 


son of man does not have a p 


Interpretation 


This saying (cf. Matt. 8.20/Lk. 9.582) has a three-tier scheme, with birds above 
in the sky, foxes below the earth in holes, and the 'son of man' upon the earth? 
The main point has been variously described. Gártner sees evidence of Gnostic 
redaction in the addition of ‘rest’ to the Synoptic saying.* Pokorny accents the 
‘vulnerability and even the homelessness of human beings compared with the 
rest of the creation? Hedrick emphasises the theme of itinerant mission, with 
the ‘son of man’ highlighting insignificant misery (cf. Job 25.4-6);% similarly, 
Patterson identifies a ‘lament that befits the plight of the wandering itinerant.” 
Doran sees more the thought of alienation.§ | 
Although the Gnostic reading is not helpful, the addition of ‘rest’ is signifi- 
cant, because of the theme's importance as а soteriological category in Thomas 
(esp. GTh бо; go; cf. 50; 51). As a result, the place of rest in this saying is proba- 
bly nota room of one’s own (as in the itinerancy interpretation), but rather rest 


——— 

1 Bibliography for GTh 86: E.A. Strobel, "Textgeschichtliches zum Thomas-Logion 86 
8,20/Lk 9,58), VC 17 (1963), 211-224; R. Doran, "The Divinization of Disorder: The Trajectory 
of Matt 8:20//Luke 9:58//Gos. Thom. 86, in B.A. Pearson, A.T. Kraabel & СМЕ. Nickelsburg, 
eds. The Future of Early Christianity: Essays in Honor of Helmut Koester (Minneapolis: Fortress, 
1991), 210-219; Schröter, Erinnerung an Jesu Worte, 227-231; №. Perrin, “Thomas: The Fifth 
Gospel?', JETS 49 (2006), 67-80; Gathercole, Composition, 91-93. 

2 The minor variations are ‘birds’ rather than the Synoptics’ ‘birds of the air, a 


(Mt 


nd the addition 


of ‘and rest it/ himself’ at the end. 

Plisch, 197 n. 5. 

Gürtner, Theology of the Gospel of Thomas, 60. 

Pokorny, 130-131. 

Hedrick, 152, noting GTh 14; 36 and perhaps 42 as parallels. 
Patterson, Gospel of Thomas and Jesus, 134- 

Doran, ‘Divinization of Disorder’, 218-219. 
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in a theological sense. Taking 'son of man' in a more general sense than in the 
Synoptics (see notes below), the meaning of GTh 86 is that true rest is notto be 
found from this world. 


Notes 


86.1 Foxes have holes and birds have their nests. We are here in the realm ofthe 
material world. Plisch is right that the choice of foxes and birds is not arbitrary, 
for they occupy the spheres above and below human beings (cf. СТЬ 31-3 Gk).? 

86.2 But the son of man does not have a place to lay his head and rest him- 
self. There may be a connection between 'son of man' here and Adam in GTh 
85, but even if so, no particular illumination results. At least five interpreta- 
tions of'son of man' are theoretically possible. (1) A Gnostic 'Son of Man' in the 
sense of a primordial, divine figure;!° (2) Jesus;" (3) a member of the Thomas 
movement;!2 (4) a combination of the two, such that Jesus is the ‘Exemplum des 
wahren Menschen; which the disciple can follow and share in (cf. GTh 108); 
(5) human beings in the widest sense: a more 'uncanonical' translation such as 
'child of humankind' is of course possible.! If it is right as proposed above that 
the theme of ‘rest’ is crucial, and the point is that this rest is not available from 
the material world, then a view close to (3) and (5) is most likely: to the Thomas 
movement, the message is that they are right not to seek solace in the material 
world (and that they should not seek to do so); furthermore, the words of Jesus 
in the Gospel are the only hope for salvation for those outside. 


9 Plisch, 197 n. 5. 

10 Cf. Ap. John II 14,14-15 and parallels, 

11 Plisch, 196. 

12 Pokorny, 130-131. 

13 Schröter, Erinnerung an Jesu Worte, 227. 

14 M.W. Meyer, ‘Albert Schweitzer and the Image of Jesus in the Gospel of Thomas; in 


idem, Secret Gospels: Essays on Thomas and the Secret Gospel of Mark (Harrisburg, PA: 
Continuum, 2003), 17—38 (21). 
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yraa pon" пє псом eTade Roycaus? 87.2 AyD 


87.1 nexaq Roi ic xe О А $ 
Naci HIICNAY 


оүталәлпорос тє THYXH ETADE N 


87.1 Jesus said, ‘Wretched is the body which depends on a body, 87.2 and 
Wretched is the soul which depends on these two.’ 


Interpretation 


This saying is a near doublet of GTh 12 (‘Woe to the flesh which depends on 
the soul. Woe to the soul which depends on the flesh’). There are interesting 


Parallels to the saying in the Macarian corpus, e.g.? 


Woe to the body, when it stands on its own nature, because it is destroyed 
and dies. And woe to the soul, if it stands on its own nature alone ...-? 


(Spiritual Homilies 1) 


This parallel might suggest a focus on (1) the interdependence of body and 
soul in СТ 87 as well.4 The difficulty, however, is that the Coptic is not easily 
amenable to this: 87.1 criticises the interdependence of one body and another, 
and of the soul and bodies. 

| Another view, proposed by DeConick, is that the reference is not to hanging 
in the sense of 'depending but of ‘crucifixion’. As a result, the couplet is (2) а 
lament of the situation of embodiment, as likened to crucifixion.® There are 
difficulties with translating the saying in terms of crucifixion, however and the 
embodiment of the soul cannot really be in view in 87.1; the problem is with 
two bodies.® 


———— 

Bibliography for GTh 87: Uro, Thomas, 58-62; Patterson, ‘Jesus Meets Plato’, 186-190- 

For further discussion, see Introduction, $ 41. 

3 Cf the almost identical: ‘Woe to the body, when it stands on its own nature, b 
destroyed and dies. And woe also to the soul, if it stands on its own nature alone .. 
9.3.7). For the Greek texts, see Introduction, § 4.1. 

4 See the discussion of Uro's emphasis on interdependence in comment оп GTh 12 below. 

5 DeConick, 254. 

6 Gianotto (‘Etude critique’, зот) remarks that the verb ee here is qualitative (age), whereas 
а reference to crucifixion would require a transitive usage. 


2 
ecause it is 
(Homilies 
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Davies has argued that the body depending upon the body is pes 
body depending upon eating meat, and therefore the saying is (3) ТЕШЕ M. 
a carnivorous diet, alluding to the same theme in GTh n? It is di mE 
this point supported elsewhere in Thomas, however, even in GTh 1- 
in particular advocates a flexible stance towards cating. me. 

Grosso sees the second body not as a human body but as the e dn WS 
point is thus (4) a criticism of the person who is too integrated кави 2: 
at great cost for the soul.8 The symmetry of the two bodies, and а те 
the soul from both perhaps makes this unlikely, but the *world' in 

i ossibility. 

кз» T which depends on a body' as (5) a reference Е C 
marriage? ‘Depends’ thus has the sense of ‘depends for its Һарри en if 
sure, or for protection and provision: it is in any case a Бойу берн ат 
this interpretation is correct, the sayi ngis aslightly veiled awar € 
and sex. A more general application of Plisch’s view is seen by Va үз ми 
Hedrick, who see in the saying (6) a criticism of dependence upon 0 e d 

in general, contrasting dependence with solitariness and making the D 

10 

"Ball Plisch's view perhaps does best justice to the fact that there e 
of symmetry in the reference to two bodies (implying that they T WC 
bodies); a change in meaning from (literal) body to (metaphorical )w is 
not impossible, though it is a stretch. Against a criticism of a more general 
dependency (6) is the fact that 87.2 refers specifically to two bodies. The saying 
makes good sense as lamenting the situation when a soul is dependent for its 


satisfaction upon two distinct persons, which fits well as a lament of marriage 
and specifically of sexual relations." 


Notes 


87.1 Wretched is the body which depends on a body. The 
formula in GTh 87 contrasts With the beatitudes in 
as negative as the ‘Cursed is ,, 


‘wretched is „2 
Thomas, but is not quite 
- or ‘Woe’ formulae (GTh 7.2, and 102; 112): it is 


Davies, The Gospel of Thomas: Annotated and Explained, 108. 
8 Grosso, 232. 


9 Plisch, 198; I am grateful to Uwe-Karsten Plisch for explaining his view in personal conver- 
sation, 

10 Valantasis, 167-168; Hedrick, 153; cf. similarly Pokorný, 131. 

1 


This reading does better justice to 87.2 than Grosso, 232, allows. 
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ee note on СТЬ 7.2). The verb eqe can mean 


more lament than imprecation (s 
DeConick's interpretation as crucifixion), or 


hang in a physical sense (hence 


Pendency in a personal sense.” 
87.2 And wretched is the soul which depends on these two. Other systems 


use the language of the soul hanging on the body. The Platonic view, for exam- 
Ple, as cited by DeConick, is the fastening of the soul upon the body in the 
manner of a cracifixion. Secondly, there is the Valentinian hymn cited in Hip- 
Polytus, where, in the great continuum of being, the visionary sees ‘flesh hang- 
ing from soul’ (cápxa pev ёх фохйс хрероџёуүу).1* Neither of these two themes 
seems in view in GTh 87. Nor is there a criticism here of the soul as a merely 
Psychic entity (ie. at a level inferior to the pneumatic).!5 The criticism is of the 
Person who is dependent—in 87.2 at à more ‘psychological’ level—on their 


Marital status. 


tia 

12 Crum 88b-89a. 

13 бее M. Hengel, Crucifixion in the Ancient World and the Folly of the Message of the Cross 
(London: SCM, 1977), 67 and n. 4. The idea derives from Plato, Phaed. 83D, where the soul 
is fastened to the body by desire which is like a nail; cf, also Philo, Post. 61. 

14 Hippolytus, Ref. 6.36.7. The wider use of this language means that the specificatio 
DeConick, 253, of the ‘hanging’ here very specifically in terms of crucifixion is unlikely: 
a more cosmological and anthropological sense is probably in view. 

15 Janssens, 'L Évangile selon Thomas; 323- 


n of 
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88.1 nexe 1С xe fiarrexoc nuy ajapaxrü мӣ Anpopuruc aya cent МНТ 
пнєтєүйтнтӣсе 88.2 ayw frraxrü LWTTUYTÄ цєтїггот^тннє TAAY NAY 
irrertixooc ннтїї xe aa) пгооү пєгоүйннү Acext nere пооү 


88.1 Jesus said, ‘Messengers and prophets will come to you, and will offer you 
what you have. 88.2 And you for your part, give them what уои have, andsay 
to yourselves, "When will they come and take what belongs to them? ^ 


Interpretation 


There are three main interpretations of this saying proposed thus far. 

The first view, taken probably by a majority, sees a rule about provision 
for itinerant preachers, on analogy with Didache 11-13.2 The ‘messengers and 
prophets’ are thus wandering missionaries and Christian prophets who will 
visit the Thomas community (‘will come to you’) and proclaim the word (‘offer 
you ...').4 The community, in return for the spiritual blessing of the teaching 
received, offers material help (cf. Rom. 15.27): the addressees are to ‘give them 
what you have’ (88.2). The cryptic last part of the saying is explained by Grosso 
as involving the need for the community to be organised and anticipate the 
coming of such people, and their ‘taking what belongs to them’4 The difficulty 
with this view is that the itinerants give the disciples addressed ‘what you have’. 
Plisch attempts to gloss this with ‘i.e. what is due to you’, but the reference is 
fairly clearly to possession, i.e. to ‘what you (already) have’s 

The second, minority, view takes the saying as a scene of final judgment: 
‘On the day when mortal life ends the heavenly messengers give men their 
proper heritage. On this view, however, it is difficult to see why prophets 


1 Bibliography for GTh 88: There are no special studies of this logion, to my knowledge. See 
the commentaries, ad loc. 

Nordsieck, 318; DeConick, 255; Plisch, 199; Pokorny, 132; Hedrick, 154; Grosso, 233-234- 
Leipoldt, Evangelium nach Thomas, 72. 

Grosso, 234. 

Plisch, 199. 

Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins, 146; noted also (though not advocated) by Nordsieck, 318, 
citing K. Berger & C. Nord, Das Neue Testament und frühchristliche Schriften (Frankfurt am 
Main: Insel, 1999), 664 (non vidi). 
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dges give the disciples what they (the 
make sense. 

sees this saying as highlighting the 
knowledge which surpasses that of 
ake sense of such a strange scene, 


sre Specifically highlighted, why these ju 
isciples) have, and how GTh 88.2 would 
A third view, peculiar to Valantasis 
exalted status of disciples, in that they have 
angels and oracular speakers,’ It is hard to m 


Owever, 
n interpretation which has elements of 


ence), but which can also do justice to 
hat is offered by the itinerant 


A solution to the problem may lie in 2 

€ first view (which fits most of the evid 

е fact that the true disciples already possess W 
Preachers. 

What perhaps works best is to suppo 


disciples on the one hand (‘you’); and o 
Prophets’ on the other, an encounter which is more confrontational than that 
Proposed in the first view above. In this confrontation, the messengers and 
Prophets offer the Thomas disciples the gospel of salvation and eternal life, 
but the latter of course already possess life (88.1); in that sense these other 
early Christian workers are pictured as offering the Thomas disciples what they 
already have. On the other hand (88.2), these other Christian itinerants have 
Not taken possession of the life which the Thomas movement enjoys: hence 
the elect addressed in this saying are to offer the truth to those messengers and 
Prophets (88.2a), even as the Thomasine elect lament the fact that the other 

hristians do not accept it (88.2b). А similar idea, ofthe stubbornness ofothers 
Dear to the truth, and a similar tone of frustration, is perhaps expressed in GTh 
74: 'Lord, there are many around the well, but there is no-one in the well’ (see 
оп this above, ad 1ос.). As Hedrick notes, it is unclear whether the saying Is 
a warning or an encouragement.? Any interpretation of this confusing saying 


se an encounter between Thomasine 
ther early Christian *messengers and 


must remain provisional, however. 


Notes 


88.1 Messengers and prophets will come to you. On the syntax (lit. ‘messengers 
Will come to you, and prophets’), cf. 111.1. àrrexoc here is to be understood in the 
terrestrial sense of ‘messenger’? and prophet in the sense of Christian prophet 
rather than OT prophets (cf. the ‘prophets, sages and scribes’ sent by Jesus 1n 


7 Valantasis, 168-169. 
8 Hedrick, 155. 
9 Forthe translation ‘messenger’, see Bethge, *Werdet Voriibergehende’, 46. 
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Matt. 23.34; Did. 11, 13). There was no special office of ‘messenger’ in the early 
church, but there were those who played such roles.!? 

88.1 And will offer you what you have. The verb 4, while conventionally 
translated ‘give’, can have the sense of wider sense of 'offer*!! This is the sense 
here: ‘(try unsuccessfully) to give? because the Thomasine disciples have no 
need of what is offered as they already possess it. 

88.2 And you for your part, give them what you have. Literally, ‘... the things 
in your hand(s), give them to them.’ Here, the Thomas disciples are to present 
the knowledge that they themselves have discovered to those others who claim 
to be Christians. 

88.2 And say to yourselves, "When will they come and take what belongs to 
them?” Jesus anticipates the Thomasine disciples’ great frustration with these 
others who will not come and find the truth which they (the true disciples) 
possess. These others are entitled to this revelation— it ‘belongs to them'—but 
refuse to accept it. 


10  Seeeg. 1 Clem. 65.1; Ignatius, Polyc. 7.2; 8.1. 
11 E.g. Matt. 27.34/ Mk 15.23 sa, where the soldiers offered, ayt, Jesus wine, which he refused. 
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89.1 NEXE ic xe ETBE оү TETÑEIWE ANCA NBON ANNOTHPION 89.2 rerüpuoet 
AN XE MENTAETAMIO ANICA NEOYN RT OQq ON` MENTAYTANIO ANCA NBON 


89.1 Jesus said, ‘Why do you cleanse the outside of the cup? 89.2 Do you not 
realise that he who made the inside also made the outside?’ 


Interpretation 


This saying is parallelled in Matthew and Luke (cf. Thund. 2018-22), with the 
significant difference that 89.2 reverses the order of the outside/ inside contrast 
(cf. esp. Lk. 11.40).? The saying has evoked a variety of interpretations, which 
may be classified as (1) ritual vs ethical, (2) social, and (3) anthropological. 
The first sees the main concern of the saying in Jewish ritual washings.” 
As Marjanen remarks: ‘the main purpose of the logion is ... to emphasize 
that purifying one's outside does not help to correct the deficiency in one's 
inside. Uro sees that such a view of Jewish practices fits with the rejection 
and spiritualisation of other observances such as circumcision and Sabbath 
observance,® while observing the polemic here as aimed at other Christians, 


1 Bibliography for GTh 89: A. Baker, "The Gospel of Thomas and the Diatessaron’, JTS 16 (1965), 
449-454; RJ. Miller, ‘The Inside is (Not) the Outside: Q 1:39-41 and GThom 89; Forum 5 (1989), 
92-106; Іасоріпо, ‘Mt 15,11 e Lc 11,39-40 nel Vangelo di Tommaso’, 85-93; В. Uro, **Washing the 
Outside ofthe Cup": Gos. Thom. 89 and Synoptic Parallels’ in J.Ma. Asgeirsson, K. De Troyer & 
M.W. Meyer, eds. From Quest to Q: Festschrift James M. Robinson (Leuven: Leuven University 
Press/Peeters, 2000), 303-322; Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 117-119. 

2 See Matt. 23.25-26/ Lk. 11.39—40 (cf. also Mk 7.18; Matt. 15.17). Among other places, Lk. 11.40 in 
P45 C D shares this reversed order with Thomas. Uro, "Washing, 317, notes that Thomas here 
is closer to Luke but much shorter. Thomas may have modified the Lukan version, removing 
the material about the inside being bad. 

з DeConick, 256-257, helpfully refers to m. Kel. 251-8 for discussion of the inside and outside 
of vessels. 

4 Marjanen, ‘Is Thomas a Gnostic Gospel? 120. 

5 Uro,'Washing the Outside of the Сир, 319, with reference to GTh 6; 14; 27; 53. Cf. Iacopino, Mt 
1541 e Lc 1139-40 nel Vangelo di Tommaso’, 90-91: ‘Il senso gnostico a tutto il discorso viene 
dall. 89, dove la polemica contro le norme di purità transpare più dissimulata, ma altrettanto 
viva.’ Also Grant & Freedman, 184; Grosso, 235; Hedrick, 156. 
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however, rather than at Jews.® (Hence, the reference could be to baptism e 
interpretation sees the logic as similar to that of Luke's version: the P NC. 
made outside and inside, therefore why do you cleanse the outside lis E. 7 z 
indeed, why do it at all? The problem with that is that the emphasis in 89-2 
on the creator as maker of the outside. ий 

Others consider that GTh 89 has lost the earlier reference to иша E 
ing.” Thus Miller sees the inside/ outside as referring to social bounce т н 
cerning insiders and outsiders, which may be particularly relevant кк 
milieu, he argues.® It does not yet have an anthropological sense, he mal o 
This fits better with the emphasis in 89.2. The difficulty with Miller's views 4 
ever, is that Thomas does not seem overly concerned with social inclusion, an 
his view is not easily able to account for 89.1. | ый 

Thirdly, an anthropological reading concerned with the inside/ we 
chotomy does have the advantage of reflecting a theme widespread ш ME 3 
and not least on the point of the unification of 'outside' and 'inside (UN 
GTh 22).10 This makes good sense of 89.2, and 89.1 could then be gd m 
‘Why do you make a distinction between the outside and the inside?’ Т I» id 
lem there is again (as in the anti-ritual interpretation) that the жарма 
89.2 оп the creator as maker of the outside. There would be something 01 a non 
sequitur between 89.1 and 89.2. 

poe (1) and (3) raise the important question of creation. Marjanen notes 
that the Father is implied as a creator here," and Ого similarly comments that 
material creation seems positive.!? If we could be sure about the meaning p 
the cup, this would be clearer. Part of the difficulty in interpreting Thorne 
version is that it seems to have become garbled in the course of abbreviation: it 
has a ‘missing middle’, specifically a missing premise.!? In addition, Thomas's 
reversal of the Lukan order of the outside and inside in 89.2 leaves a real 


difficulty remaining, because it seems to be stressing the importance of the 
outside. 


6 Uro, ‘Washing’, 319-320. 

7 Gianotto, ‘Quelques aspects de la polémique anti-juive' 166; Pokorny, 133. 

8 Miller, "Inside is (Not) the Outside’, 95. 

9 Miller, ‘Inside is (Not) the Outside’, 103. 

10  Valantasis, 169-170; Pokorny, 133. 

Marjanen, ‘Is Thomas a Gnostic Gospel?, 118, 120; cf. Miller, ‘Inside is (Not) the Outside: 
94. 

12  Uro,'Washing, 319-320. 

13 Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 117—119. 
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ssibility is to see a parallel with GTh 53, where in 
response to a question about the validity of circumcision, Jesus replies: ‘If it 
were an advantage, fathers would beget (children) by their mothers already 
circumcised? (53.2). It may be that the same logic obtains in GTh 53 and 89: 


One, perhaps remote, po 


[Premise 1: The ideal state is the new-born state] 
Premise 2: People are born uncircumcised. 
Conclusion: Therefore: don't bother with physical circumcision. 


Premise 1: The creator also made the outside (not just the inside). 
[Premise 2: He made it perfectly well, 'uncleansed' by you. | 
Conclusion: Therefore: do not bother cleansing (baptising?) the 


outside. 


If this is right, then there is a criticism of cleansing on the basis that it would 

€ an attempt to improve upon creation, most likely as a criticism of Christian 
baptism: this would also fit well with the circumcision analogy in GTh 5з. Like 
circumcision, baptism cannot work because it is a vain attempt to improve 
What God has made. But it must be admitted that this is speculative. 


Notes 


894 Why do you cleanse the outside of the cup? This is a rhetorical question 
implying negative criticism, like Jesus’ other ‘Why?’ (erse oy) question in GTh 
78. The identity of the ‘cup’ is not immediately straightforward, and therefore 
the cleansing is not self-evident either. Seeing the cup as the ‘vessel’ of the 
body, or the person more broadly, finds support in Matt. 23.25—26/ Lk. 1-397 
40.14 

89.2 Do you not realise? GTh 89.2 reinforces the negativity о 
cal question in the first half of the saying with this expression of incredulity, 
common in Paul's letters (Rom. 7.1; 1Cor. 6.2, 3, 9, 15, 16, 19; 9.24); but the word- 
ing here in Thomas (rer&puoei an хє ...) is closest to another passage—also 
incredulous—loosely parallel to this saying in the Synoptics (Mk 738; Matt. 
15.17). 


f the rhetori- 


OO 
14 Cf. the description of the body as a тхєбос (LSJ, sense з; Lampe 1236b, senses 3-6): cf. 2 Cor. 
4.7; 1 Thess. 4.4. 
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89.2 That he who made the inside also made the outside? Cf. Lk. 11-40- As 
noted, although it might have been more natural for Jesus to say ‘that he who 
made the outside also made the inside’, the syntax of the Coptic on the other 
hand stresses the point that the maker made the outside. In contrast to the 
‘great power and great wealth’ from which Adam came (GTh 85), the maker 
here in 89.2 is grammatically masculine. 


90.1 NEXE inc XE aner aja poe? XE OYXPHCTOC NE TIANALB AYA TAHNTXOCIC 


OYPHpad) те 90.2 AYD TETHALE ayana{y}ma(y)cic NATH 
because my yoke is kind and my lordship is 


90.1 Jesus said, ‘Come to те, 
mild, 90.2 and you will find rest for yourselves.’ 


Interpretation 


This saying (cf. Matt. 11.28-30) ultimately goes back to Wisdom tradition, espe- 
cially as expressed in Ben Sira.? (1) Some see Wisdom themes as still strongly 
in *vidence;? (2) DeConick emphasises Targumic connections,* and (3) others 
Interpret the saying along Gnostic lines.> 

А In reverse order, (3) the Gnostic view has little to commend it; although 
Test’ is а common enough theme in Nag Hammadi texts (and cf. the use of 
the Matthean saying in PS 95), it is very widespread across a great variety 
of literature.6 On the other hand, (2) DeConick's Aramaic background is not 
compelling either? Even (1) Wisdom, despite its popularity, is not necessarily 
significant. Although some scholars see Wisdom as permeating Thomas, the 
theme is not really so prominent. The epithet ‘wise’ is certainly positive in GTh 
8 (cf. ‘clever’ in 39; ‘shrewd’ in 76), but the designation of Jesus by Matthew 
as ‘wise philosopher’ in GTh 13.3 seems to be regarded as inadequate. Asa 


RENE Le 

1 Bibliography for СТЬ go: J.B. Bauer, ‘Das milde Joch und die Ruhe, Matth. 11,28— 
(1961), 99-106; A.D. DeConick, “The Yoke Saying in the Gospel of Thomas 90, VC 44 (1990), 
280-294; C.N. Jefford, ‘Bearing the Yoke: A Tradition of Wisdom behind Thomas 90) Forum 10 


3o, TZ 17 


(1994), 109-128. 
2 Lady Wisdom makes her appeal (cf. Sir. 24-19: ‘Come to me’); she has a yoke (cf. Sir- 51.26: ‘put 
your necks under her yoke’); ‘and you will find rest’ (Sir. 6.28: ‘you will find rest from her). 
Jefford, ‘Bearing the Yoke’, 124; Zóckler, Jesu Lehren im Thomasevangelium, 129- 
DeConick, ‘The Yoke Saying’. 
Vielhauer, 'ANAITAYEIE'; Dehandschutter, ‘La parabole de la perle, 252. 
Dehandschutter provides a wealth of instances of ‘lordship’ in Nag Hammadi 
do not shed any particular light on GTh go. Dehandschutter, ‘La parabole de la pe 
п. 28. 
7 See Gathercole, Composition, 93-94- 
Cf. e.g. Patterson, Jesus Meets Plato’, 204: ‘a wisdom gospel that has been brushed 
the animating notions of Middle Platonism’. 
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over with 


LOGION 90 
532 


result, one should perhaps not press Thomas's Jesus into the mould hes 
christology’. (See discussion of GTh 28 above.) It may be that Thomas у 
case rather detached from Jewish wisdom literature such as Sirach, an € 
the author/ editor and his readers there was little association with € 
Jefford's statement that 'it is the personification of pipa ү ^^ ae 
this saying is offered’ thus reads too much into GTh 90. What е атас 
however, is that there is an emphasis on the person of Jesus and his c › 
and his ability to provide salvation in the shape of rest. 


Notes 


90.1 Come to me, because my yoke is kind and my lordship is mild. edm 
implicit christology here, especially in the reference to the ‘yoke’ (i.e. au "C 
and ‘lordship’, unique in Thomas in identifying Jesus as Lord, or at least, ше 
(cf. the unclear references іп СТЬ 73-74). This is an invitation not so w-— 
discipleship (‘come to me, rather than ‘come after me"), as to a master/ $ Im 
relationship.!? In this case, the master offers relief from troubles in d » 
easy and generously apportioned tasks to be carried out by the subor ту" . 
is not clear that there is a polemic here against other kinds of yokes which are 
harsher.!! 

сий you will find rest for yourselves. In addition to the Matthean 
parallel, cf. Jer. 6.16 (‘and find rest for your souls’). Here, ‘rest’ has a паии 
sense (esp. GTh 60; 86; cf. 50; 51), with a more specific connotation of relief 
from the world, and possibly also of divine, immovable perfection (cf. the 
divine marks of ‘motion and rest’ in GTh 50; and the 'standing' motif)? 


9 Jefford, ‘Bearing the Yoke’, 124. 
10 АЈ. Dewey, ‘Keep Speaking until You Find .. 
К. Cameron & М.Р. Miller, eds. Redescribi 
Literature, 2004), 109-132 (116) 
orally inviting students to ente 


:i Thomas and the School of Oral Mimesis, in 
ing Christian Origins (Atlanta: Society of Biblical 
‚ is thus wrong to see 90.1 as Suggesting ‘a wisdom teacher 
r his tutorship'—it is lordship which is promised. 

As might be the case in Matthew (cf. Jesus' light burden and the heavy burdens of the 
Scribes and the Pharisees; Matt. 11.30; 23.4). Hedrick, 157, may be correct that the yoke is 
easy because of the ‘lax ritual obligations, especially if one sees a link with GTh 89. In 
Thomas, there could be a contrast with the oppressive burden of living in the world (e.g, 
GTh 56, 86). 

12 Hedrick, 157; Grosso, 237. 
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13 — Valantasis, 171 highlights the aspect of ceasing from activity. 
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xe xooc EPON XE атк ма apna ємәргистєүє Epor 91.2 


oe єтїпєтннто EBON 


Tlexay nay xe TETHPMPAZE Ango tne MA пка? ayo п 
Япєтӣйсоүач ayw MEcikatpoc TeTRcOOYN an Riprupaze HNO 

‘Tell us who you are, so that we might believe in you.’ 
‘You inquire into the appearance of the sky and the 
nt of you you do not know, nor do you know 


91.1 They said to him, 
91.2 He said to them, 
earth, but the one who is in fro 
this season and inquire into it 


Interpretation 


This Saying retains the ‘weather’ theme of the Synoptic parallels (Matt. а 
евр. 3b; Lk. 12.5456, esp. 56), enabling the play on хоцрёс in the sense bo : 
ОЁ seasonal time (e.g. ‘the season for figs’, Mk 11.13) and time of salvation. 
The criticism is of those who concern themselves with the former, but are ai 
interested in the latter, which is of far greater significance. The indictment " 
both of the listeners’ ignorance of Jesus and the ‘moment of decision-making; 
but also of their method for discovering what is of supreme importance. 


Notes 


911 They said to him. One might assume that the question here is posed by 
the disciples, but there has not been any reference either to a named даре 
Ог to the group since СТЬ 72. A number of scholars emphasise ће absence - 
Specification.? In Matthew, Jesus is asked by the Pharisees and the Sadducees; 
in Luke there is no question (and Jesus addresses the crowd). 


“с 

1 Bibliography for GTh 91: There are no special studies of this logion, to my knowledge. 5 
commentaries, ad loc. 

Thomas is rather closer to Lk. 12.56 than to Matthew. 

Plisch, 205. 

Valantasis, 172. 

Eg. Valantasis, 171; Hedrick, 158. 
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91.1 Tell us who you are, so that we might believe in you. Cf. ]n 8.25 (‘Who 
are you?') and Jn 6.30 ('... so that we may see and believe in you’). There is 
а more pronounced christological emphasis in СТЬ 913 than in the Synoptic 
parallels.” 

91.2 He said to them, ‘You inquire into the appearance of the sky and 
the earth. Rather than a merismus (meaning ‘everything’) the reference in 
sky and earth is to the weather and seasons.” The Synoptic parallel refers 
to forecasting the weather on the basis of what is going on in the present: 
clouds portend rain, a southerly wind anticipates hot weather (Luke 12.54—55). 
and in the old proverbial paraphrase of Matt. 16.2-3: ‘Red sky at night, shep- 
herds’ delight; red sky in the morning, shepherds’ warning’. Similarly, here in 
Thomas, Jesus goes on to criticise a focus on such common wisdom as of purely 
secondary, worldly importance by comparison with what Jesus’ audience has 
missed. 

g1.2 But the one who is in front of you. There is ambiguity in the Coptic, 
which could read ‘but that (thing) which is in front of you’, referring to an 
impersonal element.? GTh 5 has the same ambiguity in Coptic, and the Greek 
is missing in the key place. GTh 52.2, however, has a similar statement, with a 
more clearly personal meaning, referring to Jesus himself (‘you have ignored 
the living one in front of you’). 

91.2 You do not know ... nor do you know. Or, perhaps better in this con- 
text, ‘recognize’. ('Know' has been retained in the translation to highlight the 
connections with other places in Thomas.) It is perhaps implied in Jesus’ reply 
that preferable to ‘faith’ or ‘believing’ is inquiry leading to knowledge, in a poss 

sible polemic against assigning great importance to faith, as was common in 
early Christianity.!° ‘Recognizing’, or ‘knowing’ (cooyt) is a familiar theme from 
Thomas already (see Introduction, 8 10.1-2 above). Here it is not reflexive asi 
GTh 3 but has the objects ‘what is before you’ and ‘this season’, = 
91.2 This season. Jesus elsewhere insists on the time being limited for reco, 
nition of Jesus: compare GTh 59, where there is also reference to looking REA 


Nordsieck, 326. 

Grosso, 238. 

Pace Plisch, 205. 

For reference to Jesus, see Plisch, 205; Pokorny, 134. and perhaps Hedrick, 158. For th 
impersonal sense, see Nordsieck, 325. Grant & Freedman, 185, specify the sense of Ming 
knowledge’. 

10 Thus Valantasis, 171. The niot- word group is no less common in the Apostolic Fathers (e 
35x in 1Clem.; 44x in Ignatius; 10 x in Polycarp, Phil.; 8x in 2Clem.; 20x in Barn.) than i 
the NT. 
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e's own lifetime; similarly GTh 38 says the time for 
earing Jesus' words is temporary: cf. also what follows in GTh 92.2. 

91.2 And inquire into it. Inquiry (Prupaze) appears only here in Thomas, 
though is probably very similar to the motif of ‘seeking’ which is frequent and 
highly commended (GTh 2; 76; 92; 94; cf. ‘asking’ in GTh 4), and leads to the 
Promise of finding life. In this respect, the reference to inquiry at the end 
of this saying leads naturally into the next, with its reference to seeking and 


investigating, 


for ‘the living one’ during оп 


Logion 92! 


ic 3 1 
92.1 пєхє IC xe WINE AYD TETUAGINE 92.2 aAa NETATETHANOYE seo 
п Y TET Y TETN 
NNIZOOY енгпіҳооү NHTH MPOOY era TENOY cgnal EXOOY ayo айны 
an’ Acwoy 


92.1 Jesus said, ‘Seek and you shall find. 92.2 But the things about hw 
asked me when I did not then tell you, I now desire to say. But you do no 
them.’ 


Interpretation 


This saying begins a block of material which appears together in маена 
(partially) іп Luke: GTh 92/ Matt. 7.7/ Lk. 11.9; СТЬ 93/ Matt. 7.6; GTh 94l an 
7-8/ Lk. 11.10.? Jesus orders the audience to seek the truth in the interpre 
of his words? and intensifies the command with a rebuke of the audience's 
lack of interest in the present. There is some connection with GTh 38, although 
there are also differences. GTh 92 stresses a past when the disciples asked but 
Jesus did not answer, in contrast to the present, in which Jesus is now willing to 
answer but the audience is no longer interested.4 Like 92, GTh 38 emphasises 
a past in which the disciples inquired (‘many times you have desired to hear 
these words ...’) but also warns of a future when it will be too late (‘days are 
coming when you will seek after me but will not find me’). The relationship 


between the narrative audience and the readers of Thomas is rather unclear, 
however. 


1 Bibliography for GTh 92: E. Peretto, ‘Loghia del Signore e Vangelo di Tommaso; Rivista biblica 
24 (1976), 13-56 (39-42); Attridge, "Seeking" and “Asking” in Q, Thomas, and John’ 295-302; 
Watson, Gospel Writing, 356—370. a 

2 Forotherexamples of such clusters, and the implications, see Gathercole, Composition, 131. 
Plisch, 207; Pokorny, 135. А , 

4 Watson, Gospel Writing, 361: ‘Jesus withheld his clearest revelations from his disciples until 
the very end of his life: 
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92a Seek and you shall find. Like Matt. 7.7 and Lk. 1.9, this statement appears 

Ш the form of an imperative with an attached promise (cf. GTh g4/ Matt. 7-8/ 

1.10, on which see below).5 This recalls the programmatic statement in GTh 

? about the need to do this (cf. also seeking the living one in GTh 59, and the 

treasure in GTh 76). This continues the theme of GTh 91: inquiry (‘seek’) leads 

to knowledge (‘you shall find"). As Watson notes, this new setting yields a very 
ifferent sense from the earlier context of ‘seeking’ as prayer.$ 

92.2 But the things about which you asked me. The ‘things’ here are prê- 
Sumab]y the substance of Jesus’ saving revelation. 

92.2 When I did not then tell you, I now desire to say. This also harks back 
to СТЬ о and understanding the present season. It looks back to a period of 
Jesus' ministry when he did not reveal the truth; as such, it may be describing 
the Public ministry of Jesus as a time of ignorance—one impulse for this might 
be the various instances in the Synoptic Gospels when Jesus refuses to answer 
qUuestions,? Or again, a possible parallel is John 16.25 with its contrast between 
à period of Jesus speaking figuratively and a future time when he will speak 
openly. The present epoch, ‘this season’ in GTh 91, is a time of revelation and 

€ opportunity to find salvation. There will come another time in the future, 
OWever, when it will be too late (after death, in СТЬ 59; later in the audience's 
experience in GTh 38). 

92.2 But you do not seek them. Despite the present season of revelation, at 
least some of the addressees are, as in the previous saying, wilfully ignorant. 
Compare also Jesus’ incredulity in GTh 113: ‘the kingdom of the Father is spread 
out upon the earth, and people do not see it. 


See 

5 For discussion of parallels, see further Tuckett, Gospel of Mary, 157 n, тг, 

6 Watson, Gospel Writing, 361. 

7 Mk1z.33 (parr. Matt. 21.27/ Lk. 20.8) explicitly refers to Jesus’ refusal to answer a question, that 
of the origin of his authority; in Lk. 23.9, Herod asks numerous questions, which Jesus refuses 
to answer; Jesus makes no reply to Pilate and the chief priests in Mk 15.5; he is silent in the 
face of the High Priest's charge: Mk 14.61/ Matt. 26.63. 


Logion 93! 


NS 5 .2 апрчоүхє 
93.1 Нпр neroyaasn пноүгоор ҳекас NOYNOXOY єткопр12 on 
нймаргаргги[с пјиєаү wma xe noyvaa (sy А [...] 


93-1 ‘Do not give what is holy to dogs, lest they cast them into the dung. 93-2 
Do not cast pearls [to] pigs, lest they make them...’ 


Textual Comment 


It is not necessary to restore nexe T at the beginning (cf. e.g. GTh 27; 101)? The 
penultimate word has a mistaken singular suffix (поула). Suggestions for the 
final word have included пла [ay] (‘make them nothing’), ix [xr€] (‘make them 
into mud"), пл [кә] and йл [кај] (‘break them into pieces")? In Matthew, the 
danger is ‘lest they trample them under their feet? but it is difficult to make this 
fit the Coptic text. 


Interpretation 


This saying (cf. Matt. 7-6) appears in a cluster of material found together in 
Matthew (see above on GTh 92). It is probably easier simply to see both instruc- 
tions as impossibilia, or ridiculous scenarios which are to be avoided. When 
it comes to the meaning, the explanations in the reception of this enigmatic 
saying are not much help as they are very diverse.* In the Didache, 'what is 
holy' is the Eucharist, from which the unworthy are to be excluded (Did. 9.5). 
Among the Naassenes, the pearls are the elect souls who have been cast down 


1 Bibliography for GTh 93: Н. von Lips, 'Schweine füttert man, Hunde nicht—ein Versuch, 


das Rätsel von Mt 7,6 zu lösen’, ZNW 79 (1988), 165-186; S. Schreiber, ‘Cavete Canes! Zur 
wachsenden Ausgrenzungsvalenz einer neutestamentlichen Metapher’, BZ 45 (2001), 170-192 
(180-187); U-K. Plisch, “Perlen vor die Sàue"—Mt 7,6 im Licht von Ev Thom 93, ZAC13 (2009), 
55-61. 

Plisch, 207-208; pace Layton & Lambdin, "The Gospel according to Thomas’, Nag Hammadi 
Codex Il,2-7: Volume One, 86. 

3 SeeLaytong Lambdin, "The Gospel according to Thomas’, Nag Hammadi Codex II,2-7: Volume 

One, 86. 


4 Seefurther DeConick, 264, on the later parallels in Recognitions. 
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to this world, and the work of the dogs and pigs is intercourse between man 
and woman (Hippolytus, Ref. 5.8.33). In an allusion in the Gospel of Philip, this 
Saying is applied to the perfect instruction which only the children are allowed 
ta receive, whereas people likened to dogs and pigs only receive the spiritual 
“qivalent of bones and acorns (Gos. Phil. 80,23-8144). Tertullian uses the apho- 
"sm to restrict admission to baptism (Bapt. 18.1, linking the saying with 1 Tim. 
5-22), According to Epiphanius, the Basilideans took the saying to mean me 
Ne should not confess before persecutors (Pan. 24.4—-5).5 Others saw the saying 
аз justifying keeping mysteries from those not initiated (the Elchasaites in Hip- 
Polytus, Ref. 917; cf. Tertullian, Praescr. 26). Clement evinces a certain WOITY 
about porcine readers of his work when he uses the sayings (Strom. 112.5537 
4), and also says that God does not reveal himself without a degree of caution 
trom, 2.2.7.4). Origen applies it to those in the church who neither leave like 
unbelievers nor stay faithful as Christians (Hom. in Jos. 21.2). Also of possible 
relevance is 2 Peter 2.22, where false teachers are likened to dogs and pigs? 
А Among modern commentators, some see СТЬ 93 as a ‘mission rule, exhort- 
Ing disciples not to waste Jesus’ words on the unworthy,’ or, more moderately, 
“ап admonition to proclaim the gospel in a careful way that avoids the possi 
bility of misunderstanding or ridicule’ DeConick, by contrast, sees it in СОП” 
nection with GTh 92.2 (‘you asked me when I did not then tell you’), explaining 
why Jesus did not answer the disciples’ questions in the past.? Others see а CO?" 
nection with 92.1, and thus in a sense which restricts the seeking and finding to 
the Worthy.!° A connection with СТЬ 92 is helpful. Obviously to advocate witli 
holding the words of Jesus from those outside tout simple is out of the question, 
ОГ no-one could ever join the movement at all. A qualification, however that 
the words of Jesus should not be entrusted to outsiders until they display their 
readiness (and worthiness) is both more realistic, and fits (to some extent) the 
Scenario in СТЬ 92." 


a c 

5 See also F. Williams' valuable notes in his translation: The Panarion of Epiphanius of 

Salamis (NHMS 63; Leiden: Brill, 22008), 79 nn. 2021. 

Von Lips, Schweine füttert man’, 168, 172- 

Plisch, 209. 

Pokorny, 136. 

DeConick, 264. 

10 Valantasis, 175; Nordsieck, 331. 

11 It only partially fits GTh 92, because it seems there that the audience is still not ready. Nor 
is the transition from 92~93 seamless, since GTh 91-92 presuppose ignorant addressees; 
whereas GTh 93 does not. 
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93.1 Do not give what is holy to dogs, lest they cast them into the dung. Schol 
ars have disagreed over the realism of this aphorism. Plisch has maintained 
a real life setting, and an everyday rule of piety applicable to the situation = 
the bones of sacrificed meat ending up on the streets, to be eaten by dogs. 
Hedrick considers it unrealistic however, objecting that ‘dogs do not thraw 
things on dung piles'!? The final clause in 93.1 probably does make Plisch’s view 
difficult, and the instruction 'do not give' probably suggests something more 
intentional than allowing sacrificial meat to fall into the hands of the dogs. di 
is more straightforward to see the saying in line with 93.2 (which all agree és 
unrealistic) as a ridiculous scenario. 

93.2 Do not cast pearls to pigs, lest they make them ... An unquestionably 
unrealistic scenario, in synonymous parallelism with 93.1. 


12  Plisch, ‘Perlen vor die Sáue' 58: ‘Die Regel ist also eine ganz praktische Vorschrift für den 


religiösen Alltag’ Cf. also Plisch, 208—209. 
13 Hedrick, 161. 


Logion gq’ 


944 [nex ]e ic 
€16 ner 
WINE чыхезнє 94.2 [пєтта?н ele 
oyn cenao YO n nad 


94.1 Jesus [sai] 
d, “Не whos 
who seeks will find. 94.2 To him [who knocks], it will be 


Opened.’ 


Interpretation 


naterial found 


GTh 92 in the 
] for of the 
see on 


This sayin 
together ; g (cf. Matt. 7.8; Lk. пло) : | 
Ss ond epulae above on Күнү еч «d 
or and ye shall wem Тава 1.10 follow on from Es par 
vies abore saying.? For further detail on ac anie 
ese images agai parua 
5. 91 and 92. cis ue the inquiry-knowledge sch 
is ^ versions of the sayin ers in an important way from the Matthean ami 
mie the references Pee where the 'seek-ask-knock' trio is an exhortation 
not е to asking, and the = and knocking аге sandwiched between a 
P aie, sons the no, кулын in which Jesus refers to human fathers 
M giveto those who d ы they asked and the theolo ical point that 
Rie; having followed on fi of him. In Luke the point is even кже with this 
Тю; and being given mai the Lord's prayer. Thomas has no reference to 
dans as's attitude to prayer rat the beginning or at the end which ma reflect 
"à tthe labour of interpr (see above on СТЬ 14). In Thames dua ы иез 
ни с hare backers Ure which leads to knowledge. ТЇ x "s 
is book. h 2, which thematises seeking as P ^ pei 
e right appr 


ema mentioned in 


—— 
1 Biblio; 
graphy for GTh 
Wa 94: Attri m A 
2 oa Gospel Writing, 356 i Seeking" and "Asking" in Q, Thomas, and Joh 
94 differs from G TE | кие 
Th 921 
th : 92i i 
(the article with a relative n being formed with 'articulated attributi 
clause) rather than imperatives. ES e citati 
d yton, Coptic Grammar, 


" елеш 
isch, 210; Pokorny, 135 


295-302; 


tions’ 
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Notes 


He who seeks will find. Cf. e.g. Gos. Mary 8,20-21. The theme of seeking and 
finding is a central one in Thomas (esp. GTh 2; 76; 92; 107; cf. differently 97). » 

To him who knocks, it will be opened. This isa further metaphorical ampli- 
fication of the previous point, using the image of knocking at a door (c£. the 
exclusion of those at the door in GTh 75).* 


4 In view of the parallelism with GTh 94.1, 94.2 is not to be understood literally (in terms of 
hospitality in a mission situation), as Plisch, 210, suggests is possible. 


Logion 95' 


954 [nexe 1С xe] eae OYATUTH 2ONT irit єтынсє 95.2 ^^ T [ймоч] 


Bner[e]ruzxir(q) an йтоотч` 
95.1 [Jesus said,] ‘Ifyou have money, do not lend it at interest; 95-2 rathe 
give [it] to one from whom you will not receive it back." 


Interpretation 


prohibi- 


This saying begins with reiterating the biblical? and early Christian? А 
n 


tion of taking interest on a loan; 95.2 then intensifies it with the comma 
= lend without expecting the money back at all (Lk. 6.30-35).* The assump- 
tion here is, as Grosso remarks, that in Thomas's asceticism, renunciation 9 
ше material goods is a condition for following Jesus.5 One might soften this 
Slightly to saying that the true disciple’s indifference to money means that it 
“an be disposed of freely. Almsgiving is not rejected as in GTh 14, but renamed 
and redefined. 


Notes 


H H i i e 
953 If you have money. ‘The author regards it as imaginable that a discipl 
May have surplus money, though one cannot generalize about the Thomas 
Movement on this basis, 


ey 
2 Bibliography for GTh 95: There are no special studies of this logion, to my knowled 
the commentaries, ad loc. 


ge. 5ее 


Exod. 22.24/25; Lev. 2535-37; cf. Neh 5.7, 10; Ps. 15.5; Ezek 18.8, 13, 17; 22.12. Note the restriction, 
rather than blanket prohibition, in Deut. 23.19-20: 

3 The earliest condemnation of usury in early Christianity is usually taken to be 
Usurers in hell in Apoc. Petr. 31 Co/ 10 Eth. See J.K. Elliott, The Apocryphal New 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993), 606, for translations of the parallel version: 
further R.P. Maloney, "The Teaching of the Fathers on Usury: An Historical Study on the 
Development of Christian Thinking, VC 27 (1973), 241-265; LJ. Swift, ‘Usury, їп E. Ferguson ed. 
Encyclopedia of Early Christianity (New York: Garland Publishing Company, 1997), 150—151. 

4 СЕ Did. 1.5; Clement, Strom. 2.18.84.4; Tertullian, Marc. 47. 

Grosso, 242. 

6 Valantasis, 175. 


the vision of 
Testament 
s. See 


ua 
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95-1 Do not lend it at interest. Lending at interest is also mentioned again in 
GTh 109, in one of Thomas's ‘immoral’ parables (cf. discussion of GTh 98 below)- 
On Thomas's reasoning, see the next comment, 

95.2 Rather, give it to one from whom you will not receive it back. The rea- 
son for the prohibition of usury in GTh 95.1, then, is not merely the broader 
opposition to engagement in business in Thomas (cf. СТЬ 64), OF the Prae 
tical risk involved in lending money,’ or the philosophical critique that it is 
unnatural for money to breed money.” The OT prohibitions are unlikely to be of 
interest to Thomas (cf. GTh 52). Nor perhaps is it only the patristic critique that 
usury contradicts the principle of Christian love which entails that one should 
give without expecting even repayment, let alone interest, though this may be 
part of Thomas's concern (cf. СТЬ 25).? Perhaps alongside the altruistic ele- 
ment, what is equally prominent is that Thomas encourages a lack of concern 
with money. Just as diet and clothes are clearly adiaphora—‘eat whatever is set 
before you' (GTh 14), and 'do not be concerned about what you will wear (GTh 
36)—so the same carefree approach to money appears here: a similar attitude 
is displayed in GTh 100.2 with its injunction to give to Caesar what is Caesar's. 


7 Plato, Laws 742C. 

8 Philo, Virt. 1482-83, following Aristotle, Pol. 1258B, who calls it tota пар& puaty. 

9 Swift, ‘Usury’, 150: ‘Although the New Testament has virtually nothing to say on the subject 
+. the church fathers inveighed against usury on the basis of Old Testament prohibitions .., 
and the conviction that the practice is inherently opposed to the demands of Christian love. 


Logion 96' 


= a = a él 
96.1 n[exe] IC xe TUNTepo Anew єстїтаз[м ay ]ceuae 96.2 CX! ңоүкоү! : 
Rcaep [ace Jong’ eft оүауаутє acaad йәйно[6 R]woene 96.3 пєтєүй Haan 
Buoy ма[ре]чсоте 


96.1 Jesus s[aid], ‘The kingdom of the Father is lik[e a] woman. 96.2 She < 
a little leaven, [h]id it in some dough, and made it into lar[ge] loaves: 9 ш 
He who has ears, le|t] him hear’ 


Interpretation 


Thomas here moves from Sermon on the Mount/Plain material (in GTh 92-95) 
toa trio of parables (GTh 96—98), all of which are concerned with ‘the kingdom 
ofthe Father’. This first, the parable of the Leaven (cf. Matt. 13.33/ Lk- 13.20-21) 
like the second in GTh 97, has a female protagonist. It is Thomas's tenth parable 
(see comment above on GTh 8). GTh 96 is interpreted in two principal ways: 
The first interpretation focuses upon the woman as model of action: as 
Doran notes, Thomas has the woman as the subject of all three verbs (‘She took 
=» Ва... апа made ...’).2 King says of the woman, along with the attackers in 
GTh 35 and 98: "They are all prepared, they know what to do, and this assures 
ет of success.? Along different lines, Heldermann thinks that a Manichaean 
redactor has edited GTh 96-98 en bloc:* as a result СТЬ 96 is about a са 
men (likened to Martha), over against the elect (like Mary) in СТЬ 97. Hearon 
and Wire also draw attention to the prominent role of the woman. For some 


techu- 


ыса 

x Bibliography for GTh 96: Doran, ‘A Complex of Parables’ 347-352; Fleddermann, 
lard Seed and the Leaven’, 216—236; J. Helderman, 'Manichàische Züge im Thomasev® E 
in 5. Emmel, et al., eds, Ägypten und Nubien in spátantiker und christlicher Zeit: Akten des б. 
Internationalen Koptologenkongresses, Münster, 20.—26. Juli 1996 (Wiesbaden: Reichert, wa 
1488-493; Liebenberg, Language of the Kingdom, 328-335; Hearon & Wire, *" Women's Wor 
in the Realm of God", 136-157. 

Doran, ‘Complex of Parables’, 348. 

King, ‘Kingdom, 52. 

Helderman, ‘Manichiische Züge, 493. 

Helderman, ‘Manichiische Züge, 492. 

Hearon & Wire, 137-138, noting also that calling this saying the 'parable of the Li 
Obscures this point. 


“The Mus- 
ngelium, 


eaven' 


an ph wb 
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this prominence also reflects the prominent position of women in the Thomas 
community.” Doran emphasises the striving involved in the woman's action, 
à point at which Grant & Freedman see a rather Pelagian attitude in such an 
emphasis.? Doran sees Thomas as st riking a balance between divineand human 
agency, however: 'While 96 and 98 stress the action of the individual, 97 shows 
that the individual on her/his own cannot survive. 

Secondly, others emphasise as more prominent the point that the kingdom 
begins small and hidden, but grows into something disproportionately large.!? 
The first and second views are not mutually exclusive: King can also say that 
one point is that ‘to belong to the kingdom means to have access to hidden, but 
effective power," and Doran can also note that the ‘unseen action of the leaven 
is juxtaposed to the mysterious advent of God's reign.!2 

To evaluate these two emphases, it seems unlikely that the emphasis lies on 
the woman's behaviour. The emphasis is not on ‘the practical know-how of the 
good baker any quite mediocre baker or housewife of the time would have 
known to do this much. Although Thomas has the woman as the subject three 
times, this is only one occasion more than the Synoptic parallels. Nor are her 
actions particularly dramatic or remarkable, as those of the figures in GTh 35 
and 98 are. It is also hard to see how a quotidian domestic image would reflect 
the gender-inclusivity of the Thomas community. 

Much more likely to be important is the contrast between small and large 
(cf. GTh 8; 20; 107). Thomas refers to the amount of yeast as 'small' and the 
loaves as ‘large’, neither of which epithets appears in the Synoptic parallels.+ 
Hence the primary theme is similar to that of the parable of the Mustard Seed, 
namely the apparently inconspicuous character of the kingdom in the present, 
whose greatness will nevertheless eventually be clearly apparent. There may 
be a sense that the leaven is the light or image within—which is not small, but 


7 Valantasis, 176-177; Grosso, 243. 

8 Doran, ‘Complex of Parables’ 351-352; Grant & Freedman, 187. 
9 Doran, ‘Complex of Parables’, 352. 

10 Nordsieck, 339; Pokorny, 138; Hedrick, 165. 


11 King, 'Kingdom; 56. 
12 Doran, ‘Complex of Parables’, 351-35 
13 Pace Doran, ‘Complex of Parabl 


1 348. 

14 Higgins, 'Non-Gnostic Sayings in the Gospel of Thomas; 301; Fleddermann, ‘The Mustard 
Seed and the Leaven! 230; Petersen, Jülicher’, 193. 

15 Nordsieck, 339; Hedrick, 165. In dealing with the Matthean version, Davies and Allison 
mention various possibilities, most of which in some degree emphasize the contrast 
between the small leaven and the large loaves (Matthew, П.422). 
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15 invisible and perhaps insignificant from the world's point of vigil If this is 

€ case, there is similarity with the views of both the Naassenes, fryhen r 
уеазї1< interpreted in conjunction with Luke 17.21 as the kingdom within, E 
Clement (and probably Theodotus), for whom the leaven is (at least iri art) Че 
elect Seed"! [n the Valentinian interpretation criticised by Irenaeus the inr 
İS Sophia, the yeast is Christ and the three loaves are the pneumatics, ресни 
апа hylics;!? this is an interpretation specifically of the Matthean pum and 


15 not relevant here.20 


Notes 


96.1 The kingdom of the Father is like a woman. On the kingdom in ш 
See Introduction, §10.1 above. For the 'kingdom of the Father, cf. GTh 57; 76; 
97-98; 113 (cf. 99). There is perhaps a deliberate jolt here in the clash of gen- 
ders, which may be intended to signal that the kingdom is to be understood in 
Paradoxical terms. The syntax here in Thomas differs slightly from the Synop- 
tics’ version in likening the kingdom to the woman, rather than (as in ына 
and Luke) to the leaven. This enables GTh 96 and 97 to function as а seria 

Parables where a female character is the protagonist (with GTh 98 as midi 
different) 


96.2 She took a little leaven, hid it in some dough, and made it into large 
loaves, In contrast to the paradox just noted, we are introduced to a very stan- 
dard activity of a woman at the time of Thomas. For ‘little leaven’, cf. 1Cor. 56: 
The leaven is positive here, in contrast to its usually negative use in antiquity 


(cf. Ignatius, Magn. 10.2). 


SS 


1 А і i S 
16 It is unlikely to be a reference to the Thomas community, as Valantasis argue 1 
f peop e, 


e to 


'this 


similitude posits a very positive and natural growth from a small, hidden group 9 

to a large body capable of providing others with sustenance’ (176). This referenc 
Sustenance is to read the parable too literally. 

17 Hippolytus, Ref. 5.8.8. 

18 Clement, Exc. Theod. 11.3. 

19 Irenaeus, AH 1-8.3: For they teach that the woman represented Sophia; the three 
of meal, the three kinds of men—spiritual, animal, and material; while they say 


measures 
that the 


leaven denoted the saviour himself? 

20 Сотта W.R. Schoedel, ‘Gleichnisse in Thomasevangelium; іп W. Harnisch, ed. Gleich- 
nisse Jesu. Positionen der Auslegung von Adolf Jülicher bis zur Formgeschichte (Wege der 
Forschung; Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1982), 369-389 (383-384): 
who ascribes significance to this parallel. 
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96.3 He who has ears, let him hear. This is the sixth, and final usage of this 
formula in Thomas. For discussion, see note on Gth 8. Here it perhaps signals 


the need to interpret this parable in an alle '&orical sense. 


Logion 97' 


97.1 nexe IC хє тыйтєро nine[ir e]criraw ayceuae єсчї 2a oyox[neet] 
€q'uee бмоєгг 97.2 ecuoogje efi те]ем` єсоүноү апм^әхє üncXu[c]e! 
Оүоотг ANNOEIT ауооү ficare [г |. тєгїн 97.3 NECCOOYN AN rre NE кйпєсєїчЄ agr 
се 97.4 ira pecriaoe єроүм єпєсне аска NORMEEI anecuT acge вроч EL DOSTT 


974 Jesus said, ‘The kingdom of the Fa[ther] is like a woman who was 
carrying a jar full of meal. 97.2 While she was away on a long journ® the 
handle of the jar broke and the meal emptied out behind her on the road. 
97.3 She did not realise it. She did not feel tired. 97.4 When she reached her 
house, she put the jar down and found it empty.’ 


Interpretation 


The parable, which is Thomas's eleventh (see comment above on GTh 8), has 


M s А ч : ro- 
no Synoptic parallels? but like its predecessor in GTh 96, it has a female р "a 
tagonist, Its peculiarity has ensured that it has attracted a number of differe 
lines of interpretation.3 


= 


5 , BASP 22 (1985) 


Bibliography for GTh 97: R. Merkelbach, 'Logion 97 des Thomasevangeliums, bled 
227—230; B.B. Scott, "The Empty Jar, Forum 3 (1987), 77-80; Doran, ‘Complex of Paral o^ 
350-352; J. Helderman, ‘Log 97 vom manichaischen Gesichtspunkt ausgesehen, in W. = s 
€d. Der Gottesspruch in der koptischen Literatur: Hans-Martin Schenke zum 65. Geburts 4 
(Halle: Druckerei der Martin-Luther-Universitiit, 1994), 149-161; J. Helderman, "Manicháisc 
Züge im Thomasevangelium’, in S. Emmel, et al. eds. Agypten und Nubien in spütantike й 
Christlicher Zeit: Akten des 6. Internationales Koptologenkongresses, Münster, 20.26. Juli ee 
baden: Reichert, 1999), П.483-494 (n.b. in the opening footnote of Helderman, Маай ^» 
Züge, he disowns the 1994 essay, ‘Log дт, as mis-edited); Nagel, ‘Das Gleichnis ARM 
enen Krug; 229-256; K. Blessing, "The Woman Carrying the Jar of Meal, in Beavis, е Sod 
Lost Coin: Parables of Women, Work and Wisdom, 158-173; U.-K. Plisch, ‘Die Frau, der T 8 
und das Mehl. Zur ursprüngliche Bedeutung von EvThom 97, in L. Painchaud & P.-H. parien 
eds. Coptica— Gnostica —Manichaica. Mélanges oferts à Wolf-Peter Funk (BCNH 7; Dauys 
Peeters, 2006), 747-760; S. Petersen, ‘Die Frau auf dem Weg (Vom Mehlkrug)—EvThom 97: P 
Zimmermann, ed. Kompendium der Gleichnisse Jesu, 916-920. 7 
2 Ithas nevertheless attracted some advocates at least tentatively in favour of its authenticity 
(Doran, ‘Complex of Parables’, 351; Higgins, ‘Non-Gnostic Sayings, 303-305; Stead, ‘Some 
Reflections’, 392-393). 
3 See the survey of some views in Merkelbach, 'Logion 97, 227-228; Helderman, *Manicháische 
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(1) The most common interpretation sees the parable as focused upon Ше 
woman's ignorance or emptiness, with the parable therefore being а Warning 
of the danger of loss, or a more straightforward description of how ignorance 
leads to emptiness.? One cannot help feeling, however, that if this меге conc 
the parable would have been better introduced, "The kingdom of the Father is 
not like ....5 


(2) Scott sees a parallel with 1 Kings 17.12 and the incident with Elijah and the 
is provided with an everlastingly full jar of meal. Deonna 
‘here is no prophet to come to the widow’s aid; norwill her 


widow, in which sl 
to1Kings, howeve є 
jar be filled. The kingdom is not identified with divine intervention but divine 
emptiness. Like the Leaven, this parable attacks and subverts the myth of the 
appearance of God.'^ This seems, however, like a rather post-modern, "death 
of God" interpretation. The problem is that this view of the kingdom scarcely 
fits with the understanding of the kingdom elsewhere in Thomas. DeConick, 
in a similar manner, sees this parable as reflecting that the kingdom had not 
come as expected, and thus the parable is the story of expectations dashed’? 
This is scarcely compatible with Thomas's positive depiction of the kingdom 
elsewhere, however. 


(3) Doran takes the view that this parable must be interpreted in close asso- 
ciation with СТЬ 96 and 98.9 These adjacent parables emphasize the agency 
of individuals, whereas GTh 97 stands in tension with them, emphasizing our 


lack of control over our destinies:? the woman is not negligent, but is simply 


ill-fated.'? This sounds odd as a parable of the kingdom, however. 


Züge, 487-488; Nagel, ‘Gleichnis vom zerbrochenen Krug’; Plisch, ‘Die Frau, der Krug und 
das Mehl’. 
4 Grant & Freedman, 187; Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins, 148; Lindemann, ‘Gleich- 
nisinterpretation, 232; King, ‘Kingdom’, 56-57; Valantasis, 178-179; Nordsieck, 340-341; 
Hedrick, 166; an option suggested by I liggins, 'Non-Gnostic Sayings’, 304. L. Cerfaux (with 
G. Garitte), 'Les Paraboles du royaume dans I'"Évangile de Thomas" in L. Cerfaux, Recuei? 
Lucien Cerfaux: études d'exégése et d'histoire religieuse de Monseigneur Cerfaux (Gem- 
bloux: Duculot, 1962), I11.61-80 (Во), sees a contrast between this woman with an empty 
jar and the Samaritan woman who has a jar full of living water. 
Rightly, Petersen, ‘Die Frau auf dem Weg, gig. 
Scott, ‘The Empty Jar’, 79. 
DeConick, 271. 
Doran, ‘Complex of Parables’, 351. 
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Doran, ‘Complex of Parables’, 352. 
10 Doran, ‘Complex of Parables’, 350. 
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(4) Nagel 
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Psalm-Book, Luke 10.38—42 is a parable of the elect who are free of work (Mary) 
and the working hearers (Martha ).!” (For Helderman, Mary corresponds to the 
woman here in GTh 97; Martha to the figure GTh 96, on which see the dis- 
cussion above.) Because one needs to find a milieu in which labour is valued 
negatively, Helderman draws the strong conclusion: ‘Demnach möchten wir 
den Schluss ziehen, dass die Botschaft des Gleichnisses in Logion 97 nur vom 
manichàischen Denken her voll zum Klingen kommt.?° He notes an analogous 
parable in the Macarian corpus which is strikingly similar to GTh 97: 


It is as if someone goes away and travels on a long journey to a particular 
city, and carries a bag full of sand, but this has a very small hole at the 
bottom. And the further he goes, it spills out all along the way, and his 
load is lightened. And when he has reached his destination in the city, 
the very heavy sand has emptied out, and he is relieved and is perfectly 
rested from the weight of the sand. (So it is with the tested soul when it 
leaves its burden of sin behind ...).?! 


In favour of Helderman's view, understanding eice as 'Arbeit/Mühe"2 (‘work, 
‘struggle’) is much more plausible than the conventional translations of 'acci- 
dent’ or 'problem'?? More negatively, however, the Manichaean background is 
not necessary—as is evident from the Macarian parallel. 


An interpretation (9!) which draws on Helderman but is not indebted to a 
Manichaean background can be identified. It is first necessary to clarify the 
imagery in 97.3b, where pice appears. In addition to Helderman's 'Arbeit/Mühe| 
gice can also mean what results from that, namely ‘weariness’ (Crum 7ub); 


19 Helderman, ‘Manichiische Züge, 492. 

20 Helderman, ‘Manichiische Ziige’, 492. 

21 Фопер ёбу тїс ддєбү ёбӧу paxpàv ànepxópevoç cic nóAtv tvá, Вастаёу 8 uapotriov perty 
аш, TÒ 82 тоюбтоу by хбто0єу dmv Aentotamy, xod Sow Вад бе: хо’ Ans тй 680$ 
&rcoppéy xal аотёс̧ xoug(Cecat, xai тёАос KATAVTÝTAVTOŞ ÈV тӯ Mn Bapurd di dide 
xal abtd¢ HrappbvOy xal dveratOy teňelwç end тод В&роос тйс dupov. See A Rethel & 
E. Klostermann, eds. Neue Homilien des Makarius/Symeon (TU 72; Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 
1961), 121, ЇЇ. 8-13 (Hom. 23.4 [Aus Typus III]) = H. Berthold, ed. Makarios/Symeon: Reden 
und Briefe, 2 vols. (GCS; Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1973), 212, Il. 16-21 (Hom. 20.1.3). I am 
unsure of the relationship between the two manuscripts edited in these editions, but the 
text of the parable is identical in both. | 

22 Helderman, 'Manichàische Züge! 491. 

23 Layton & Lambdin, "The Gospel according to Thomas’, Nag Hammadi Codex II,2-7: Volume 
One, 89; DeConick, 270. 
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in any case, it can be understood in a negative sense as 'suffering struggle" 
something which at least in certain respects is negatively valued everywhere. 
As a result of this, it is possible to understand Thomas's parable in line to some 
extent with the Macarian parallel: the protagonist embarks on a long journey 
with a heavy load, but due to a hole in the vessel, the load leaks out onto the 
road and gets progressively lighter, so that at the end of the journey, the main 
character actually feels rested. The application, then, explicit in Macarius, is 
that in the course of the long journey of life the elect soul is initially burdened 
with sins and passions (97.1), but strips these off (97.2), such that in the end it 
finds rest (97.3).?* (See further the notes below.) Such a scenario is of course 
right up Thomas's street. If it is right that the protagonist represents the soul, 
that may account for the fact that GTh 97 is about a woman, because the soul 
is feminine in Greek and Coptic, and is female in her many personifications 
(cf. e.g. in the Exegesis of the Soul in the same codex as Thomas; the Macarian 
parable is strange in this respect). Any interpretation of this enigmatic parable, 
however, must remain tentative. Nevertheless, that offered here at least avoids 
unusual translations of gice, textual emendations, and viewing certain elements 
as later, incompatible accretions. 


Notes 


971 The kingdom of the Father is like a woman. For the 'kingdom of the 
Father, cf. GTh 57; 76; 96; 98; 113 (cf. 99). The kingdom is reflected in the whole 
scenario rather than simply identified with the woman per se. GTh 97 evokes 
the previous parable, where there was also a clash between the referent and 
the image: the ‘kingdom of the Father’ and the ‘woman’ are rather oxymoronic 
here. (On the kingdom in Thomas, see Introduction, § 10.1 above.) 

97.1 Who was carrying a jar full of meal. Again, as in GTh 96 this і 
bined with a very standard activity of a woman: in GTh 96, baking bread; here 
carrying meal. The ‘full’ jar contrasts with the empty jar in 97.4. Schrage takes 
the meal to be the divine essence of the Gnostic, but this has not been accepted 
by many, and is clearly incompatible with the wider interpretation of the para- 
ble proposed Һеге.25 There are similarities and differences with the Macarian 
parable, with the jar full of meal contrasting with the bag of sand. 


s com- 


24 Crum, 71b, gives ananaycic as an antonym of gice. 
25 Schrage, Verhältnis, 185. 
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97.2 While she was away on a long journey. The phrase is a biblical we 
cf. Num. 9.10; Prov. 7.19 (2«4to even єсөүнөү): the same idiom in Greek ( 
paxpáv) appears in the Macarian parable. [t js perhaps odd that a woman is on 
a long journey (the strong sense conveyed is that she is alone) and also that a 
jar of meal should be carried such a long distance, 3 

97.2 The handle of the jar broke. Nagel supposes that this isa mistranslation 
aked, with m-Haaxé + п-ОҮС 


of an original in which the bottom of the jarh 
i culative.?5 
ssarily spe 


(‘handle’) — тойс (‘foot’), which is ingenious, but unnece k 
Evidently the jar only had one handle.27 It js likely that what is envisaged is that 
the handle—the most vulnerable part of a jar broke off and in the process 
part of the jar also developed a hole.25 

972-3 And the meal emptied out behind her on the road. She did not 
realise it. Presumably she was carrying the jar on her head, or on her back, 
for the meal to empty out behind.2” 

97-3 She did not feel tired. The translation here, especially оЁгісє (‘trouble, 
effort, difficulty’ in GTh 8.3 and 107; cf. 58). is difficult.39 Plisch remarks that 
this statement is ‘almost incomprehensible, and, as we have seen, Nagel feels 
obliged to emend the text. The Macarian parable does help out considerabły 
at this point. There, the result of all the sand leaking out is that when the man 
arrives at his destination, his burden is lightened (xoti adtdg xov@itetat) and he 
is ‘relieved’ (Aagpúvðn) and ‘perfectly rested from the weight of the sand’ (xci 
dverravOy terelws and tod Bápouc тйс &upov). This helps yield a rational meaning 
for GTh 97, according to which, as the woman's grain leaks out, she experiences 
no ace in the sense of suffering labour or tiredness. The journey has become 
easier along the way, not harder. 

97-4 When she reached her house, she put the jar down and found it 


empty. Presumably, the thought here is that in the end, she (the soul) expe- 
riences rest at her final destination. 


as le 


26 Nagel, ‘Gleichnis vom zerbrochenen Krug! 237 238. 

27 Leipoldt, Evangelium nach Thomas, 73; Plisch, 214. 

28 Plisch, 214; thus, broken is more likely than ‘damaged’, ‘cracked’; for these latter, see Nagel, 
‘Gleichnis vom zerbrochenen Krug’, 238-239. 

29 Leipoldt, Evangelium nach Thomas, 73, and Plisch, 214, presume it is on her head. 

30 See J.B. Bauer, ‘Arbeitsaufgaben am koptischen Thomasevangelium; VC 15 (1961), 1-7 (3), 
for a survey of early translations of 97.3. 

31 Plisch, 214. 
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st before 


и» en to 
embarking upon discipleship, whereas the Thomas saying is usually tak 


; i. Biles tion can 
ion inthe coise al discipleship. The eo; » prepara 
be preparation in the course of discipleship.’ The goal of the pr Ps internal 


i чү r О 
analogy is not exact: the Lukan sayings concern counting the € 


be variously described as planning attack upon the world,5 or upon 
enemy, desire.? 
ule we FR (advocated by Hunzinger and Nordsieck) meea 
God the assassin, and is intended as a reassurance to the disciples 
would not set a plan in train without first knowing that it could b 
pleted.!° wide- 
Some scholars have offered other interpretations which have not were п Fo 
ly followed. A Gnostic reading is now no longer regarded as pauo e i 
Plisch, an alternative to the majority view is the possibility that the TEND 
the unexpected arrival of the kingdom of God.!? This sees events from ioo 
spective of the nobleman, however, whereas the point-of-view in the P iis 
is closer to that of the assassin. According to King: "The interest of the P 
ble seems twofold: one to emphasize that to belong to the community means 
to have access to power through knowledge, and secondly that that ы 
will allow a person to overcome his or her enemies, even if they аге P БП 
ful" Doran follows the interpretation that GTh 98 emphasises responsi x 
ity and action, like GTh 96, with GTh 97 stressing that this is not sufficient. 


Gleichnisse Jesu’, 211-217; Higgins states that ‘the boldness of its theme forbids апу other 
author than Jesus himself’ (‘Non-Gnostic Sayings’, 304); Frey, ‘Lilien und das Gewand’, 
177 (a possibility). Stead (‘Some Reflections’, 392) comments that the parable ‘recalls the 
intrigue-ridden atmosphere of the Herodian court, though of course such a mood is also 


more widespread; cf. also Férster, ‘Die Selbstprüfung des Mérders’, 922—925, 0n the cultural 
context. 


6 Again, for Higgins: ‘In all three the theme appears to be thorough preparation before 


'Non-Gnostic, зод). But this is not quite true: the Lukan protagonists 


only 'sit down and consider, so if this is preparation, it is much different. For Hunzinger, 
‘Unbekannte Gleichnisse Jesu’, 212-213, 


action' (Higgins, 


both Thomas and Luke 14.31—32 are about prepa- 
ration for a military operation, but the Thomas parable is not really this. 


7 Grant & Freedman, 188, refer to counting the cost in the Thomas s 
8 Valantasis, 179-180. 
9 DeConick, 272. 


aying, however. 


Hunzinger, ‘Unbekannte Gleichnisse Jesu’, 217; Nordsieck, 343. 


Cf. the Gnostic interpretations in Haenchen, 'Literatur zum Thomasevangelium, 177; 
Lindemann, ‘Gleichisinterpretation’, 222. 

12  Plisch, 216. 

13 King, ‘Kingdom’, 58. 

14 Doran, ‘Complex of Parables’, 351-352. 
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98.2 He drew his sword at home and drove it into the wall. This is phase 1, 
the experiment in private. Hedrick notes that the particular type of sword here 
is probably a short, double-edged dagger ie Driving a sword through a wall va 
not such a difficult task as it perhaps might be in some houses today; Ezekiel 
was able to dig through the wall of his house with his hands (Ezek. 12.7), and 
cf. the ‘digging’ or ‘cutting’ into the house in GTh 21.5.17 Plisch remarks that the 
likely building material of the wall was ‘air-dried mud bricks’.!® 

98.2 In order to find out whether his hand would be strong enough. On 
‘would be strong enough; cf. ax egoyu as a translation of 2710009 in Lk. 23.5- 

98.3 Then he killed the nobleman. ‘The goal of discipleship is not to be 
dominated by rulers, but to rule (cf. notes on GTh 2 above). 


16 See discussion in Hedrick, 'Flawed Heroes and Stories Jesus Told’, 3040—3041. 

17 A reminiscence of Eph 2.14—16, even with its breaking through a wall, and ‘killing an 
enemy’ (Stead, ‘Some Reflections’, 392-393), is unlikely. 

18 Plisch, 216; also Hedrick, ‘Flawed Heroes and Stories Jesus Told’, 3041. 
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Father—these are my brothers and my mother. 99.3 It is they who v 


the kingdom of my Father’ 


Interpretation 


There is happily a general consensus on this dialogue, that the point 1s i 
Construction of a new ‘fictive family'; in other words, the meaning is the y? 
as in the Synoptic parallels (Mk 3.31—35; Matt. 12.4650; Lk. 819-21; 608. os 
Epiphanius, Pan. 30.14.5).2 Some take this further and see Thomas айо" БА] 
abandonment of natural family? Grosso sees a rejection of the hierarcht > 
values of the oikos, but we do not know that the Thomas movement а 
More egalitarian (see further note on ‘brothers’ below).* Even if this i mp 
of ‘abandonment’ and ‘rejection’ is perhaps too strong, there is ee 
implied indifference to natural ties (and GTh 101 probably does justify 
Strong language). 


Notes 


tand- 
99.1 The disciples said to him, ‘Your brothers and your mother are $ ane 
ing outside.’ Thomas is distinctive in introducing the disciples as thos¢ 


ATI Sith "Kinship is Relative: Mark 
* Bibliography for GTh 99: Schrage, Verhältnis, 185-189; М.Н. Smith, ‘Kinship is Rea. o 
ЕЯ tn e e е 

3:31-35 and Parallels’, Forum 6 ‚ 80-94; lrevijano Etcheverria, ‘La madre 
35 a um 6 (1990), 9 et Him Who 


271-284; Petersen, Zerstürt die Werke der Weiblichkeit, 269-274; Luomanen, ‘и 
Seeks, Continue Seeking”, 130-137; Gathercole, Composition, 196-198. 
Valantasis, 180; Nordsieck, 347; Plisch, 218; Pokorny, 142; Hedrick, 168. 
Grant & Freedman, 188; DeConick, 273. 

4 Grosso, 247. 
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announce Jesus’ family.° Of the family here, only James is mentioned elsewhere 
in Thomas (GTh 12).^ The implication here is that—as is rarely made clear in 
Thomas— Jesus is inside private space (cf. СТЬ 61; 227; 41?). 

99.2 He said to them, ‘Those who are here who do the will of my Father 
Obedience to the will of the Father perhaps highlights the importance of ethics 
for Thomas, as is also reflected in the various imperatives: ‘know’ (GTh 5) n. 
(76, 92, 94), ‘love/ guard your brother’ (GTh 25) etc. ‘Father’, as opposed to ‘God 
is perhaps from Matthean redaction; cf. also 2 Clem. олі, but could simply be 
the result of Thomas's own preference. The reference to the Father also has the 
function here of lending additional strength to the kinship motif. 

99.2 These are my brothers and my mother. Jesus ignores the demands of 
his natural family, and instead observes that obedient disciples are his true 
kin (cf. similarly GTh 79). The reference to 'brothers and mother' means that 
there is no specificity to the place of others in the fictive family. The point 
here in Thomas is mere belonging to the family rather than role in it. On the 
other hand, elsewhere in Thomas Jesus is clearly a son: though he is never 
actually identified as the Son spoken of in GTh 37 and 44, he does refer to the 
Father as *my Father' (61, 64, and twice in this saying). This need not imply an 
egalitarian relation of Jesus to the disciples (or even among the disciples), since 
brotherhood in antiquity by no means automatically entailed equality, as for 
example in Plutarch.? 

99.3 It is they who will enter the kingdom of my Father, On ‘entering the 
kingdom' see ad GTh 22 (cf. also GTh 39, 64, 114). Distinctive in this saying is 
the description of the kingdom in terms of a household, with the Father as 
paterfamilias, although without any further roles specified in detail. On the 

kingdom in Thomas, see Introduction, 810.1 above. 


5 Petersen, Zerstórt die Werke der Weiblichkeit, 266. 

6 This is assuming that the references in GTh 21.1 and 114.1 are to Mary Magdalene, not to the 
mother of Jesus. 

7 See eg. Frat. Am. 486F-487B and the treatment of it in R. Aasgaard, My Beloved Brothers 
and Sisters: Christian Siblingship in Paul (London/ New York: T&T Clark, 2004), 10 and 
Surrounding discussion. 
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} or, does Jesus simply appear at the end because he has 


m 
1 Biblio 
graphy for GTh 3 
evenir une pièce aan J. Guey, ‘Comment le “denier de César” de l'Évangile a-til pu 
JN Sevenster Cech du ся de la Société française de Numismatique 15 (1960), 478-419: 
21-31: Schrage, Verhältnis eizer, wat des Keizers is, en Gode, wat Gods is, NTT 17 (1962-1963). 
autour de la pericope du А 192; E. Cuvillier, ‘Mare, Justin, Thomas et les autres: Variations 
Mine: Mk227 par. and Go ce à César, ETR 67 (1992). 329-344: S. Arai, ‘Caesar's, God's and 
Religionsgeschichte. FS Ki S. Thom. 100, in H. Preissler & Н. Seiwert, eds. Gnosisforschung und 
43-48; Baarda, ‘The Henn Rudalph zum 65. Geburtstag (Marburg: Diagonal-Verlag, 1994): 
Anmerkungen zü eie of Thomas’, 58-64; S. Witetschek, ‘Ein Goldstück für Caesar? 
Synoptics, n2-u5. 100, Apocrypha 19 (2008), 103-122; Goodacre, Thomas and the 
2 Assessin a 
g the priority o 
Not impossible. Caren ne of Thomas vis-à-vis the Synoptics is hard 
the Synoptics, 2-115) fe observes the familiar Thomasine 'missing middle’ 
Thomas which might е are also some minor agreements between Lukan redaction and 
of Thomas’, 134-135). n Goodacre's argument (see Gathercole, 'Luke in the Gospel 
‘according to the laws ai is the argument that Thomas's version is more primitive 
i orm criticism’. А 
3 pet Haarense’, VC 25 fend, wre as argued by G. Quispel, ‘Some Remarks on the 
alantasis, 181. 71), 131-339 (135). 


, but perhaps 
(Thomas and 
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been tacked on by the editor? The absence of evidence elsewhere in Thomas for 
a demiurge (though see discussion on 85.1 above) means that the latter expla- 
nation may well be correct. Since the immediately preceding GTh 99 refers to 
‘those who are here who do the will of my Father’ (99.2), the references in GTh 
100 to God and Jesus may well belong together, over against the reference. to 
Caesar, yielding what is more like a two-part than a three-part contrast. Giving 
taxes to Caesar is uncontroversial for Thomas, given the indifference to money 
elsewhere in the Gospel: compare GTh 95 with its exhortation to give away 
money, just as other property such as clothing (GTh 36) is a matter of indiffer- 
ence (see above Introduction, § 10.1.2). By contrast, what is of supreme concern 
is giving the Father what is due to him, in the form of obedience (99.2 and 100.3), 
which comes about by rightly responding to Jesus' revelation (GTh 100.4; cf.17 
et al.).4 

Thomas's attitude in this saying seems similar to that suggested by the 
Sentences of Sextus:^ 


18 A sage without property is like God. 19 Make use of worldly things for 
real necessities. 20 Carefully render to the world the things of the world, 
but the things of God to God. (tà pév tod хдтноуо TO xdope, TH 52 tod Өко© 
tO BEÔ бхр &ro8(8ov.) 21 Consider your soul to be a deposit from God. 


'The ascetical tendency in the Sextus version comports well with the indiffer- 
ence to property exhibited in the roughly contemporaneous Thomas saying. 
When embedded in Thomas, the saying is perhaps more negative to Caesar 
than it is in the Synoptics, and Sextus is similarly disparaging of the world.S 


Notes 


100.1 They showed Jesus a gold coin and said to him. It is unclear who is 
showing the coin and addressing Jesus here. It could be the disciples: probably 


4 Since there is no reference to the ‘image’ of Caesar in Thomas's saying, there is almost certainly 

no question of a reference to humanity's divine image here, as is sometimes thought to be 

the case in the Synoptics (Davies & Allison, Matthew, IL217, trace this interpretation back to 

Tertullian). 

I owe this reference to Dr Daniele Pevarello, 

6 D. Pevarello, ‘Christians in Cynic rags? Caesar's denarius and the ideal of poverty in Sextus 
the Pythagorean’, unpublished paper delivered at the Oxbridge PhD New Testament Seminar 
(2009), 7. 
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Jesug 
5' fellow: 
-countrymen— 
those who are subject to the same taxation as is 


Jes 
at in view. 
е fact th 
We at we havea я 
е (silver) denarius, and iras (noys) here is an oddity? the Synoptics have 
istis Sophia has a 'stater' (Coptic схтєєрЄ isa normal 


translation of denariu 
2 dus Збан, еар ra in the Sahidic translations of this pericope).? In 
E Rome: in the манн р d aureus weighed 7.72 and was minted in Lyons 
a 74-7258? ft was siil pier after various fluctuations, it was reduced 
& Goin corisiderably 8 1 25 denarii: Thomas thus increases the value 
y. Some have tried to explain the difficulty by arguing 
10 whereas Witetschek takes 
omas, after the 


weak, 


for 
an Aramai : 
x aic/ Syri: TM 
E as evidence AR origin for this formulation 
$ he very late i $ 
lodletianic reform эана late inclusion of this saying in Th 
i. thexariationin ады. and in Egypt." The Aramaic explanation is 
H о € i 
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the ‘shi 
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Bann Matt M in the Dutch Bible Society translation. By analogy, 
.29/ Lk. 12.6 becomes variously a ‘farthing’ (КЈУ), а 
the gold coin is 


‘Penny’ NIV) and even а“ 
án =й, атана (NASB). Plisch's explanation that 
Шей the scene i geration' may well be right: Thomas is pert 
100.1 Caesar's ae a parabolic one.” TU 
early on by the el demand taxes from us. In Thomas: 
general (cf, Luke's фё mi agi not by Jesus. The word here for ‘tax’ (yam) is 
and Mark (хйусос) epos), in contrast to the more specific ' oll-tax' ot Matthew 
of the taxation. Es а Thomas is probably not tam ead in the details 
derstood on its own, without reference to the Synoptic 


ps deliberately 


Caesar is introduced 


——— 
7 Titi. : 
itian's 'The Tributi 
'Das lm also has a gold coin in the scene 
eds. Wissenschaft im xe und die Synoptiker, in J. Kisser, F. diodes & 
E ienste des «+ Fests. РЯ va 
a tholische Akademie, 1965) dec co „с 
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12 енн Ein Goldstiick Fe 479; DeConick, 274. 
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parallels, Jesus is not asked a question: thus the statement might even beian 
encouragement to pay the tax. On the other hand a Synoptic-like question 
could be implied: ‘Caesar's men demand taxes from us, but should we pay those 
taxes?” 

‘Caesar’ in Jesus' own time was Tiberius. If the rough date ascribed to Thomas 
in the present commentary (see Introduction, ‘Date’ above) is correct, the 
Caesar at the time of composition may have been Antoninus Pius (138-161 CE) 
or Marcus Aurelius (161-180 CE). B. 

100.2 He said to them, ‘Give Caesar's property to Caesar’ The implication 
here is that coins, as belonging to the economy of the empire, are the prop- 
erty of the emperor. The same indifference to money which is envisaged ofthe 
disciple is found in GTh 95.2, with its reference to giving money to those who 
like Caesar!—will not repay it. There is not an explicitly negative valuation of 
Caesar here, though it might well be assumed from what is said about those in 
power in СТЬ 78.16 An implied contempt for the realm of Caesar and his prop- 
erty may be implied: the repetition of Caesar's name may suggest that 100.2 can 
be read as dismissive (cf. ‘Let the dead bury their dead’, in Matt. 8.22/Lk- 9-60). 

100.3 Give God's property to God. This is unlikely to be a reference to the 
temple tax.!” The two main options here have been to see in ‘God’ an ‘inferior or 
evil god of the material world" and an archontic demiurge (cf, СТЬ 21 and the 
lion in GTh 7),!9 ora positive reference to the Father. In favour of the demiurgic 
interpretation is (a) the apparent scale Caesar-God-Jesus, and (b) Thomas's 

lack of fondness for the term ‘god’, especially in the Coptic text where the only 
other occurrence is in the mysterious СТЬ 30, and (c) the fact that demiurges 
and archons can be called by the title ‘god’ in Nag Hammadi texts.2° There are 


Cambridge University Press, 1984), 249-264, or for a view more sceptical of the Synoptic 
gospels, F.E. Udoh, To Caesar What is Caesar's: Tribute, Taxes, and Imperial Administration 
in Early Roman Palestine 63 BCE-7o CE (Providence, RI: Brown University Press: 2005). 

16 So rightly Arai, ‘Caesar’s, God's and Mine’, 46. He also adduces the parable of the Assassin 
(GTh 98) as evidence of the same, though this is inadmissible. 

17 Pace Davies, The Gospel of Thomas: Annotated and Explained, 122, 

18  J.D. Crossan, ‘Mark 1213-17, Int 37 (1983), 397—401 (400). 

19 Baarda, ‘The Gospel of Thomas’, 63-64; cf. Grant & Freedman, 189; Cuvillier, ‘Mare Justin, 
Thomas et les autres’, 342; Arai, ‘Caesar's, God's and Mine’, 43-44. 

20 E.g. among many instances, Gos. Jud. 34,6—13; Tri. Trac. 100,28; Testim. Truth 4715: 48) and 
the surrounding context. Conversely it is sometimes said of the supreme being that he 
should not be called god: ‘it is not right to think about him as a god or something similar, 
For he is more than a god, since there is no one above him, nor does anyone lord it over 
him...’ (Ap. John П 2,33-35); Zost. 13,4—5 ‘that perfect child who is higher than god: 
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difficulties with this demiurgic interpretation of GTh 100, however. In the first 
s there is no clear evidence for a demiurgic creator elsewhere in үй 
à ndly, the word 6eóc probably appears in the Greek fragments (274 pos 
ө аны sense, though the text is damaged (see discussion ad em 27). If he 
erence here is to the Father, then there is continuity with ‘doing the will of 
[Jesus’] Father’ in СТЬ 99, and no ascending tricolon. 
бын ww what " mine, give to me. The last element, 4 
elf, is a distinctive feature of Thomas's version over against all the others, 
Si ir apa © high christology.23 Plisch and DeConick are probably correct 
f mark that this third element is an ad Лос appendage tacked on because 
* the Thomas community's reverence for Jesus.?* The question remains what 
fe us to Jesus’. For Valantasis, it is the community around Jesus' words, but 
"ene ard to see how this can be 'given' to Jesus by the audience.” For Patterson 
it is Support for the Thomas mendicants’, but the point is probably something 
more fundamentally soteriological.? Arai says that it is “the authentic “I”, or 
ae is within you’ (GTh 70),?7 i.e. the internal image. This is more likely, given 
is oe theme in Thomas, and the fact that this internal image 
Е light that is continuous with the being of Jesus himself. The other mam 
Possibility is that what is due to Jesus is response to his revelation. 


referring to Jesus 


RM 
21 
22 Uro, Thomas, 31-53, and 42—43 specifically on GTh 100. | 
L. Walt, ‘“Rendete a tutti cid che à dovuto" (Ат 13,7): Paolo, Gesù е il tributo a Cesare’ in 
tre secoli (Brescia: 


M. Pesce & M. Rescio, eds. La trasmissione delle parole di Gesù nei primi 
Morcelliana, 2011), 71-94 (85). 

23  Plisch, 220; cf. also Hedrick, 169. 

24  DeConick, 275; Plisch, 220, 

25  Valantasis, 181. 

26 Patterson, Thomas, 148-149, cf. 137-138. 

27  Arai,'Caesar's, God's and Mine’, 47. 
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101.1 пєтАместє neqei[axr]. an nun req naay frrap'e! quaa)p u[soura]e ue 
a(n) 101.2 ayw tera aippe печ «аут an ий requay fera ge quaa H[se rac 
ua Је an 101.3 7 Ay rap птАС[... ох [1x A xy] e Aue act Nast Haw 


101.1 ‘Whoever does not hate his fat|her] and his mother as I do cannot be 
a d(iscipl]e of mine. 101.2 And whoever does [not] love his [Father a]nd his 
Mother as I do cannot be a disciple of | mine. 101.3 For my mother who [E 
but [my] true [Mother] has given me life.’ 


Textual Comment 


The usual, introductory nexe ic xe is lacking, but this is so common that 
it hardly requires emendation. Various suggestions have been made for the 
lacuna in 101.3: (1) Layton's edition, noting also a suggestion of Emmel, cau- 
tiously suggests irrac[ T act firi јох (‘who deceived me’);2 (2) Plisch suggests 
ira c[xriot әсвохт єв јох (‘who gave birth to me, destroyed те”); (3) DeConick 
has irac[xrioi txak єв]ох (‘who begot me gave me death’);4(4) and Hedrick's 
commentary cautiously leaves a blank. Plisch's suggestion, and perhaps also 
that of DeConick, are rather too long to fill the lacuna, however, It is probably 
best left blank. 


Interpretation 


This saying has a parallel in GTh 55-1: ‘Whoever does not hate his father and 
mother will not be able to be a disciple of mine.’ The additional ‘as I do’ in 
GTh 101.1 is also not present in the Synoptic parallels to the saying (Matt. 10.37; 
Lk. 14.26). The usual view of this saying is probably correct, namely that there 
is a contrast between the rejection of biological parentage and affirmation 


1 Bibliography for GTh 101: Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘La madre de Jesús’, 271-284; Petersen, 
Zerstért die Werke der Weiblichkeit, 269—274. 

2 Layton & Lambdin, ‘The Gospel according to Thomas, Nag Hammadi Codex IL2-7: Volume 
One, 88. 

3 Plisch, 220. 

4 DeConick, 277-278. 
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of spiritual parentage, which consists of the Father referred to elsewhere In 
homas, but also the (here ambiguous) maternal Spirit.? The recent GTh 99, 

where Jesus ignores the request of his family is possibly milder than ees 
ere, with its language of hatred. 


Notes 

1911 Whoever does not hate his father and his mother as I do cannot be a 
tisciple of mine. The ‘as I do' recalls what in Thomas is the very recent refusal 
x Jesus to acknowledge his earthly mother and brothers (GTh 99); here the 

jection by Jesus is of Mary (and possibly Joseph as well). DeConick also sees 

€ perpetuation of the world’ as one part of the target.” " 
Pra S Witoeues ditum: not love his Father and his Mother as I мч = 
Mam isciple of mine. The Father is familiar enough already (see ad GTh3); 

er is expanded on a little in the second half of 101.3. 
The, Far my nager .... The text is unfortunately too fragm 
ntify with any precision the (almost certainly negative) attitude to 

maternity and birth. 
» bc Büt my true Mother has given me life. The contrast h wet 
The m mother and a disciple who is a spiritual relation (as per е s 
В e erence here is (ej feminine power. Trevijano Etcheverría identifies a 
: ea as the Holy Spirit of GTh 442 Another possibility (which may wie 
dion неу Spirit) is ‘the great power and the great wealth, who pr? uc 

“am, and is/ are grammatically feminine (СТЬ 85). The Spirit, а connection 
oe life-giving Mother are combined in the Hypostasis о 
fo ns, where Adam addresses the spirit-endowed female counterpa A 

S been removed from him during his sleep: 'And when he saw her, he said, 
“You are the one who has given me life; you will be called the mother of 
the living. For she is my mother" (Hyp. Arch. 8913-16). There are numerous 


entary to 
physical 


ere isnot between 


a A 

5 Petersen, Zerstórt die Werke der Weiblichkeit, 272; Nordsieck, 352-353 (adding that е5 

in some way identified with Wisdom); DeConick, 278; Plisch, 222; Hedrick, 170 (tentatively): 

Grosso, 249. 

Petersen, Zerstórt die Werke der Weiblichkeit, 274- 

DeConick, 278. 

8 Valantasis, 182, is unusual in seeing the spiritual parentage in this saying as arising out of 
community. 

9 Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘La madre de Jesús’, 271. 


piritis 


~j 


the 


568 LOGION 101 


parallels to a female, maternal Spirit in apocryphal texts and Manichaean 
literature.'? The Spirit specifically as life-giver derives from the OT (Job 33-4) 
and is picked up in Jn 6.63 and 2 Cor. 3.6. ‘Given to me’ perhaps picks up on the 
end of GTh 100 ('give to те”). 


————— 

10 See eg. Gos. Heb. fr. 2; Gos. Phil. 55,24-27; see further parallels in Plisch, 222-223, and 
Grosso, 249. For Manichaean parallels, see e.g. Index to I. Gardner & S.N.C. Lieu, eds. & tr. 
Manichaean Texts from the Roman Empire (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 
sub ‘Living Spirit/ Mother of Life’. 


Logion 102: 


© = а "SxorE РОЯ 
nexe 1с [xe о]үое nay Apapicaioc xe eyeing [ам]оүоүгор 9d RKoTK 21 
noyoneg R2[Rn]eeoov xe оүтє qoyan an ovre qk[ao] an йчегооү oan 


eping in the 


Jesus said, ['W ]oe to those Pharisees, for they are like a dog sle е 
to feed. 


manger of so[me] cattle, for it neither eats nor al{low]s the cattle 


Interpretation 


In addition to the Synoptic versions, this saying is closely paralleled in Bm 
э (cf. Май. 23.13; Lk. 11.52): "The Pharisees and the Scribes have taken = 
in ofknowledge and have hidden them. They have not entered, "à re at 
Sen those who want to enter to do so.2 The sense of СТЬ 102, or B 
E in ee to the dog in the manger fable, is clear: the opponents pst д? om 
mr erstand the trath themselves and thereby to enter the kingdom, : эш 
Bn others from doing so. Pokorny sees here a criticism of the mains Sant 

өз ch, whereas Hedrick identifies the Pharisees as perhaps a cipher for 

Ore generally.? It is unclear whether the wider Christian church is in nea OF 
E emerging Варои movement; the former аге a closer target for m 

ough the latter might be suggested by the reference to the Pharisees. 116 
allusion to the dog in the manger fable may reflect a popularity ofthat imag” 
in the second century, given that the earliest other references (cited below) 
are in Strato of Sardis (fl. 17—135 ск) and Lucian (c. 120-190), who are al 
contemporaneous with Thomas on the date argued for in this commentary 


MM E 

1 Bibliography for GTh 102: I. Trencsényi-Waldapfel, ‘Das Thomas-Evangelium aus Nag’ На 
mádi und Lukian von Samosata’, AcOr 13 (1961), 131-133; I. ‘Trecsényi-Waldapfel, ‘Der Hund in 
der Krippe’, AcOr 14 (1962), 139—143; G. Moravesik, ' "Hund in der Krippe”: Zur Geschichte eines 
Briechischen Sprichwortes', Acta Antiqua 12 (1964), 77-86; J. Priest, "The Dog in the Manger: 
In Quest of a Fable, Classical Journal 81 (1985). 49-58: J. Leonhardt-Balzer, "Wer vertreibt den 
Hund aus der Futterkrippe? (Vom Hund in der Krippe)—EvThom 102, in Zimmermann, ed. 
Kompendium der Gleichnisse Jesu, 927-931; Lohr, Jesus und die Tora als ethische Norm, 368- 
370. 
For further parallels, see comment on GTh 39 above. 

3 Pokorny, 145; Hedrick, 171. 

4 On the floruit of Strato in the principate of Hadrian, see Priest, ‘Dog in the Manger’ 57, and 
N. Hopkinson, ‘Straton of Sardis! OCD? 1149. 
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Notes 


Woe to those Pharisees. The ‘woe formula also appears twice in GTh u2 (on 
similar formulae in Thomas, see note above on СТЬ 7.2). The sense is probably 
pure invective, rather than calling down judgment, or tapping into honourand 
shame protocols.’ The Pharisees constituted à movement in the time of Jesus 
concerned with extending purity throughout the nation of Israel and they 
played a decisive role in the shaping of the Rabbinic movement after 70 CE.5 The 
Syntax of this sentence (lit. woe to them, the Pharisees’) is not 80 distinctively 
Semitic to require an Aramaic or Syriac source behind Тлотаѕ7 

For they are like a dog sleeping in the manger of some cattle, 
eats nor allows the cattle to feed.* Although this story is not attested in the 
ancient Greek and Roman fable collections, the Proverbial ‘dog in the mangang 
makes its appearance twice in Lucian:'... like the dog lying in the manger, which 
does not eat the barley itself, nor lets the horse eat it which can’ (Indoct. зо); 
"like the dog in the manger which neitherate the barley itself, nor permitted the 
hungry horse to eat it' (Timon 14)" Strato's version is less close to Thomas and 
Lucian than these two are to each other: ‘... like the dog in the manger with the 
roses, and stupidly barking, it neither gives the good thing to itself nor to anyone 
else’ (Strato, ad Gk Anth. 12.236).!° The fable appears subsequently in Hesychius" 
Dictionary (fifth century CE), and in a number oflater manuscript collections, 


foritneither 


5 Valantasis, 182, translates, ‘Damn the Pharisees’ For the honour/ shame interpretation, see 
Hedrick, 171. 

6 See further J. Schaper, ‘The Pharisees’, in W.D. Davies, et al. eds., The Cambridge History 

of Judaism, vol. III (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 402—427: R. Deines, 

‘Pharisees, EDEJ 1061-1063. See e.g. the schematic presentation of the ‘sects’ in Josephus 

(BJ 2119-166; AJ 13.171 173; 18.1125). 


7 See Gathercole, Composition, 98. 

8 At the risk of offending dog-lovers, I have translated pronouns referring to the dog with 
‘it, to avoid the difficulty that the dog is masculine in Coptic, but feminine in the Greek 
parallels. 


9 Indoct.: ths xvvàc ... THS Èv TH Фітуу хатажецёутс, ў обтє AUTH TÖV xpi8àyy ё'Ө(є\ OUTE TO Ure, 
Suvapévy огүєїу émitpéret. Timon: xaQ&nep тўу èv тў ф®туү xóva Lyte «©ту egbloutav туу 
xplddv pyre T innw NEVÕVTI ёлітрёлоџсау, Leonhardt-Balzer (‘Wer vertreibt den Hund aus 
der Futterkrippe?, 929-930) notes the relative similarity of Thomas to Indoct. rather than 
to Timon. 

10 Asis the case in such anthologies, the attribution may not be completely certain. 

11 For the Hesychius reference, see Moravcsik, ‘Hund in der Krippe’, 79; see Moravcsik's 
article, and Trecsényi-Waldapfel, ‘Der Hund in der Krippe' on the transmission in later 


collections more widely. 


Logion 103! 


fi aq] Anepoc 


nexe ic xe oyma[ka]pioc ne празмє nae єтсооү(м) хє e[ [po] ava 


eNAHCTHE ni egoy(u) wima [єч ]uxrooviw Rqco[e]ov? ATE MNTG 
Нчмоүр Anoy ex тє‹ч`{зпє g[a] Teen єъпхтоүє egoyn 


will 
self 


Р igands 
Jesus said, '"Bl[es]sed is the man who knows a[t what] point the € "- 
П 
enter. Then [he] will arise and muster his kingd[om] and prepare 
b[e]fore they come in.’ 


Interpretation 

This Parabolic macarism (cf. Matt. 24.43; Lk. 12.39) is another statement E 
Deed for the disciple to be prepared for confrontation. We have encour sil 
а Parable to this effect recently in СТЬ 98 (the parable of the reo inm 
this theme began in GTh 21, where the illustration of the householder v 
Оп watch for the thief (21.5) is applied practically to the audience who GTh 
be on guard against the world and robbers (21.6). GTh 103 is closer to o 
21 than to GTh 98, which uses "offensive" imagery whereas the yide ‘a 
are about how to defend against incursion. There is a consistent P nni 
these sayings, however, of (1) a main character, (2) an opponent, (з) а rei 
(4) the preparation whereby the danger can be averted, and (5) the се 
Outcome: 


ааа" 


СТА 21.5 СТА 98 СТА 103 
Main character householder/ king? assassin king 
Opponent thief ruler brigands - 
Danger thief digging/ stealing weakness/ failure brigands ente ledge 
Preparation advance knowledge/ vigil practice thrust advance paper d 
Resolution not allowing entry killing the ruler mustering for 

nee 

n. енн арны аный с дс - — M 
scene с. 


Р i йй 
1 Bibliography for СТЬ 103: Тоуоѕћіта, ‘Neue Vorschläge zur Lesung und Übersetzung, 23 


235. 


LOGION 103 
572 


The clearest statement of the practical meaning of this motif cor КН 
after СТЬ 21.5 with its householder/ thief image: ‘Ag for you, keep a find a way 
the world. Prepare yourselves with great strength, lest the sor ut GTh 
to come to уои’ (GTh 21.6-7). There are several connections to ‘brigands’ 
216-7 and GTh 103 here: (a) the similar structure, (b) the reference aring This 
(foxicruc), and (c) the idiom of ‘girding up one’s loins, for ла oralio 
clearly justifies the interpretation of the macarism in GTh 103 as an knowledge. 
to readiness, A necessary element in this readiness is, as in GTh >> alternatively, 

There may not be any particular danger in view (thus Plisch). 4 temptation 
Grosso suggests that the danger is the passions of the flesh, an ith thé vul- 
which needs to be resisted;? Pokorny identifies it as the world, wi d 
nerable ‘point’ being the human soul, and the warning, ‘against "e body 5 It 
divine substance' for DeConick it is the ‘demons, the desires of t ological, 
is hard, and probably not necessary, to choose between the anthroP 
cosmological and demonological interpretations, 


Notes 


Blessed is the man who knows. This is the last of eleven beatitudes D. 
(on the formula, see note on GTh 71). Noteworthy here is ше a анаа 
between blessing and knowledge. Although the ‘man who knows’ is ae 
їп а parable, there is clearly a commendation of real knowledge Ш di: of the 
At what point. The translation 'point here reflects the aati te the 
Graeco-Coptic мерос (‘part’), which might be spatial, or aw dom’? 
former case, the ‘part’ would be a region or district of the man’s i 
in the latter, the ‘part’ is the part of the day or night. Although a uae loose) 
is more common for uepoc, the temporal sense fits with the (admitted M War 
Synoptic parallel (Matt, 24.43; Lk. 12.39): ‘Know this, that if the househo : 
knew at what watch of the night (Lk: at what hour) the thief was coming, (Matt: 


* he would have kept watch and) he would not have allowed his house to be 
broken into’ 


——— 
2 Plisch, 225, 
3 Grosso, 251, 
4 Pokorny, 145, 
5 DeConick, 280, 
6 Rightly, Nordsieck, 957; Plisch, 225; 
Synoptics’ temporal horizon to Tho 
7 LS), рёрос: IV; 'part[s] of the count 


i ift from the 
Grosso, 251, Valantasis's emphasis on the shift fro! 
mas's spatial imagery is thus misguided (183). 
try; region(s]'; IV 4 ‘district’ 
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aima -n - 2 NEXE 
104.1 rex y ü[1]c xe aao ATAMAN поо ayw птарынстєүЄ 104 
wh : а esas отам 
1С ҳе OY rap’ пе robe Trraciaad и trayxpo epoci pri оү 104-3 2ке 

J apoya- 
€paan MNYHPIOC El EBOA 9H tiripadpoon TOTE мдроүнн`стєүє ^үФ МАРО 
AHN 


"1 ar. " Р аі 
104.1 They said to [ Je sus, 'Come, let us pray and fast today. тады i 
‘What sin have I committed, or how have I been defeated? 104-3 But when the 


bridegroom comes out of the bridal chamber, then let them fast and pray. 


Interpretation 


The first two parts of this saying are straightforward: people exhort Jesus (0300 
their prayer and fasting, he refuses because he has no need to do so. There are 
five main options for interpreting this saying in a way which takes account of 
the difficult conclusion in 104.3. 
(1) Like its counterpart in the Synoptic Gospels (Mk 218-20; Matt. 914-15; Lk. 
5-33-35), this saying could mean that it is wrong to fast and pray while Jesus 
is present, but that when he departs (cf. GTh 12), they will be appropriate. 
There are two problems with this, however. First, the positive view of fasting 
and prayer runs counter to the prohibition against them in GTh 14, though this 
may not be seen as a difficulty for the interpretation of GTh 104 by those who 
consider contradiction as par for the course in Thomas. Perhaps a more signif- 
icant difficulty, however, lies in Thomas's reference to Jesus leaving the bridal 
chamber (the Synoptics speak of the bridegroom leaving the wedding guests). 
If this event referred to Jesus' departure from the world, then the bridal cham- 
ber would effectively be a reference to the world. This is unlikely, however given 


that in GTh 75 (and very commonly elsewhere in other, especially Valentinian, 
literature) the bridal chamber is a soteriological metaphor. 


1 Bibliography for GTh 104: P. Sellew, 'Pious Practice and Social Formation in the Gospel of 
Thomas’, Forum 10 (1994), 47-56; Trevijano Etcheverría, ‘Las prácticas de piedad en ind 

gelio de Tomás; 321-349; Helderman, 'Die Herrenworte über das Brautgemach im Thomase- 

vangelium; 78-80; Segelberg, ‘Prayer among the Gnostics?' 58-60. 

DeConick, 281, mentions this as a possibility. 
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ces for true disciples 


2 . | | 
(>)А Second view sees fasting and prayer as viable practi | 
з / wholeness breaks 


only ¿ 3 я 
Y in extremis, such as for those whose state of oneness 
down’3 


(3) More negatively still, the statement could apply to those who have aposta- 


tised.4 


ya te practices might simply apply to another group altogether: а 
Stewie = the important point that prayer ped pany Lien draws 
as practices for others, not for Jesus and his disciples." Sege $ a 
ee to the third-person plural ‘let them fast and pray’, and concludes: ‘It 
35 nothing to do with Jesus and the disciples. 
(5) Grant & Freedman, followed by Valantasis, take the view that the criticism 
of traditional practices is unqualified, and that the situation in 104-3 is purely 
YPothetical. ‘Since no Gnostic leaves the bridechamber (see Saying 75), this 
means that the Gnostic will never fast? Valantasis comes to the same result, 
RR taking the groom as Jesus, rather than 'the Gnostic’: ‘there aill nere” 
€ à time when the groom has left the nuptial chamber, because Jesus jon 
Perpetually speaks in the sayings read and interpreted. Speaking n vai 
YPothetical terms is not paralleled elsewhere in Thomas, however 


(6) Helderman raises the possibility that the saviour leaves the bridal chamber 
in the sense that at the end of history the Gnostic Jesus will leave the pleroma 
to come and destroy the ignorant.? Thus GTh 104 is a saying of judgment. Such 
à larger mythology is not clearly assumed in Thomas, however, and a judgment 


Scene i У 
пе іп any conventional sense is not apparent. 


d Another way to take GTh 104.3 is to see (a) Jesus' departure from the um 
chamber as referring to the passing of the time of salvation, the eschatologic 
€vent at which the world ends, and (b) prayer and fasting as describing some 


a La 

Loader, Jesus’ Attitude Towards the Law, 494- 

4 Trevijano, ‘Las prácticas de piedad! 345—346: similarly, Jipp, ‘Death and th 
Ment’, 259. 

Sellew, ‘Pious Practices’, 54, says that the saying shifts the practices to a different co 


w 


e Human Predica- 


mmunity. 


Segelberg, ‘Prayer among the Gnostics?, 59- 
Grant & Freedman, 191. 

Valantasis, 185. 

Helderman, ‘Herrenworte’, 79. 
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kind of future state of регѓесцоп о This interpretation gains plausibility when 
seen in connection with the Gospel of Philip. In the first place, Philip is the locus 
classicus for bridal chamber theology. Secondly, Philip shares the emphasis on 
grasping the soteriological blessing of the bridal chamber in this present age: Tf 
anyone becomes a son of the bridal chamber, he will receive the light. Ifanyone 
does not receive it while he is here, he will not be able to receive it in the other 
place.’ (Gos. Phil. 86,4—7). Thirdly, the Gospel of Philip also discusses the place 
of prayer relative to these two epochs or ‘places’: 


Those who sow in winter reap in summer. The winter is the world, the 

summer the other aeon. Let us sow in the world that we may reap in the 

summer. Because of this, tt is fitting for us not to pray in the winter. Summer 

follows winter. But if any man reap in winter he will not actually reap but 

only pluck out, since it will not provide a harvest for such a person. 
(Gos. Phil. 52,25—33) 


It is interesting that Philip here has a schema according to which prayer does 
not take place in the present age but—presumably reconceptualised accor- 
dingly—in the next. 


Gospel of Thomas Gospet of Philip 
(i) time not to pray or fast winter = the world = time of sowing, 
not praying 
(ii) bridegroom leaves bridal chamber 
(iii) time for fasting and prayer summer = other aeon = time of reaping 


Such a scheme would make sense for Thomas who rejects prayer ‘today’ (104.1: 
ппооү) but not in the future (104.3: ‘when the bridegroom comes out ..."). Quite 
how Philip conceives of prayer, associated with ‘reaping’ in ‘summer’ in the age 
to come is unclear." Perhaps, given that prayer means being with the Father 
in the inmost realm, the pleroma (Gos. Phil. 68,8—17),!? it refers to the kind of 
union with the Father which is only possible in the other aeon. Thomas does 


10 Cf. GTH п; ш. 

11 On the analogies of ‘winter: world’ and ‘summer: age to come’, see also Herm. [Sim. 3-4] 
52—53. 

12 Cf. prayer as entering the holy of Holies in Heb. 1029-22. 
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not quite share this temporal schema, but as has been mentioned, there is 
a distinction between ‘today’ and the time of Jesus’ absence from the bridal 
chamber. In this later epoch, prayer is perhaps reconceptualised in Thomas as 
akind of immediate union, and fasting might mean that the world and matter 
have been decisively rejected (cf. GTh 27). 

Against this interpretation, however, is the potential objection that it is too 
convoluted to be credible. It may well be the case that, as in interpretation 
(4) above, the saying is about the willful persistence of the ignorant in their 
traditional practices, now that Jesus and the opportunity for salvation are no 
longer with them. This does justice to the peculiar statement ‘let them ...’ in 
the conclusion. 


Notes 


1041 They said to Jesus. The speakers are probably, though not certainly, the 
disciples: cf. in the Markan and Lukan parallels, 'some people' (and ‘the disci- 
ples of John’ in Matt. 9.14).!3 

104.1 Come, let us pray and fast today. The implication is perhaps a fixed 
day of fasting (cf. Did. 8.1), accompanied by prayer (which is more likely to be 
assumed not to take place only on a particular day). The reference to prayer 
here is evidence of the incorporation of Lukan redaction (from Lk. 5.33)."* 

104.2 Jesus said, ‘What sin have I committed, or howhave I been defeated?’ 
These two questions are probably synonymous, ‘defeat’ referring either to sin- 
ning,’ or to being exposed as sinful.!6 The questions presume negative answers, 
and so this saying presupposes the sinlessness of Jesus found elsewhere in early 
Christianity." The implied response to the initial invitation in 104.1 is thus also 
clearly negative. The link between fasting and sin is traditional, and perhaps 
the references to sin and defeat here connect with prayer, on the assumption 
that one only needs to pray out of weakness (or for forgiveness of sins, as in the 
Lord's prayer). As Plisch has put it, for Thomas here, ‘praying and fasting are an 
expression of a disheartened religious mind."? СТЬ 104.2 may well be related to 
the Gospel of the Nazaraeans, or a source common to both: "They said to him: 


13 Hedrick, 173, also raises the possibility that the Pharisees or other rivals are in view. 
14  SeeGathercole, Composition, 198-199. 

15 Rom. 12.214; 2 Pet. 2.20. 

16 Cf. John 8.46: ‘who among you has convicted me of sin?’ 

17 Jn7.18; Rom. 8.3; 2 Cor. 5.17; Heb. 4.15 (cf. Heb 7.16?); 1 Pet. 2.21-23- 

18 — Plisch, 226; cf. Davies, The Gospel of Thomas: Annotated and Explained, 126. 
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"Let us go and be baptized.” ... He said to them, “How have I sinned, such that I 
should go and be baptized by him?" '!' 

104.3 But when the bridegroom comes out of the bridal chamber, then let 
them fast and pray. France notes the contrast between the Synoptics removal” 
(anap8j) and Thomas's lack of reference to violent death (the bridegroom 
‘comes out’ or ‘comes forth’).2° Compare Bovon's contrast between Luke's ‘one 
will be taken, the other will be left, and ‘one will die, one will live’ in GTh 611.7 
The word for ‘bridal chamber’ (yada, vup ge) is probably more specificthan 
СТЬ 75's ua ñwereer, which can be either bridal chamber or the place of the 


marriage feast (see comment on СТЬ 75). This second reference to prayer is а 


result of the influence of Lukan redaction (see also above on 104-1) 


19 — Quid peccavi ut vadam et baptizer ab eo? (G. Naz. in Jerome, Adv. Pelag. 3.2.1.) Quispel, The 
Gospel of Thomas and the New Testament! 190—191, thinks this evidence that Gos. Naz. is 
related to Thomas via Gos. Heb.: he sees Gos. Ebion. and Gos. Naz. as ‘just recensions of an 
underlying Gospel of the Hebrews), which was a source for Thomas. Unfortunately, this is 
merely a tissue of speculation upon speculation. 

20 France, Gospel of Mark, 140 and n. 37. 

21  Bovon, ‘Sentences propres; 50. 
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4 
Hexe TC XE NETNACOY~N перт? HA THAAY CENAMOYTE 6POH хє па)нрє 


Япорнн 
Jesus said, ‘Whoever knows the Father and the Mother will be called "son of 
a prostitute"'. 

Interpretation 


This is a puzzling saying, as can be seen from the multiplicity of approaches to 


it. 


(1) Nordsieck and Davies see this saying as à christological statement accord- 
ing to which Jesus, although the one who truly knows the Father and the 
maternal Spirit, is nevertheless accused particularly by Jews of being ille- 
gitimate.? A reference specifically to Jesus is implied by some translations, 
Such as Lambdin (“Не who knows the father and the mother ....3), but 
is unlikely. The future neruacoycw most probably makes the state 
indefinite (‘Whoever knows the father and the mother а) 

(2) Another approach sees this saying as critical of family ties. For DeCon- 
ick and other commentators, those who know father and mother are de- 
nounced as those who remain too close to their biological families.5 How- 
ever, ‘will be called "son of a prostitute" is an odd sort of denunciation: 

the implication of the wording is ‘will be called (by others)’ or ‘will gener 

ally be known as} not called such specifically by the addressees of Thomas. 

The phrasing is unlikely to mean ‘should be regarded in this way by true 

disciples. The Coptic’s ‘the father and the mother’ are perhaps also against 

this. Coptic is just as fond as English of possessive pronouns, and so one 


ment 


MEME ЕРЕЕН 
1 Bibliography for GTh 105: Trevijano Etcheverría, Та madre de Jesús’, 271-284. 
Nordsieck, 362; Davies, The Gospel of Thomas: Annotated and Explained, 126. 
lee & Lambdin, ‘The Gospel according to Thomas’, Nag Hammadi Codex П, 
ne, дл. 


2-7: Volume 


Layton, Coptic Grammar, 239 (8 311 i); cf. Grosso, 252-253- 
5 DeConick, 283-284; cf. Ménard, 204; Valantasis, 185; Hedrick, 175; Grosso, 253-254- 
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106.1 пехе IC XE POTAN ETETHMAP ICHAY OYA TETNAWMMNE Rape Япронє 
106.2 ^ү єтєт XO0C XE ITTOOY HOXDUC EBON YNANWWNE 


106.1 Jesus said, ‘When you make the two one, you will become sons of man. 
106.2 And when you say, “Mountain, move away!” it will move.’ 


Interpretation 


This saying is parallelled in a number of places in the Synoptics (Mk 11.23; Matt. 
21.21; cf. 17.20), with both parts related to, and rephrasings of, prayer statements, 
Thomas's saying has nothing to do with prayer. GTh 106 repeatsto a large extent 
the language of GTh 482 


Jesus said, ‘If two make peace with one another in this one house, they 
will say to the mountain, “Move away", and it will move! 


The point of GTh 106 is to assert that those who engage in the activity of 
recovering the primordial unity which existed prior to the cosmic disruption 
will attain to true humanity (106.1) and also attain a position of ascendancy 
in the cosmos. Valantasis rightly notes that GTh 106 brings together three 
important themes in Thomas: becoming one, true humanity (being sons of 
man), and spiritual supremacy over physical realities. The two apodoses may 
be related: becoming true sons of man (106.1) and having supremacy over 
the world (106.2) might be traced back to Genesis, where Adam was to have 
dominion over the earth (Gen. 1.26, 28; cf. Dan. 743-14). 


Notes 


106.1 When you make the two one. Schróter rightly e 


dan mphasises that this pro- 
tasis is signficant for our understanding of Thomas's 


soteriology.? The clause 


1 Bibliography for GTh 106: Klijn, "The "Single One" in the Gospel of Thomas; 271-278. 
2 Itisa doublet also in Matthew (17.20; 21.21). 
3 Schróter, Erinnerung an Jesu Worte, 433. 
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repeats the familiar theme of recovering primordial unity, and those who 
achieve this will be true human beings (see Introduction, §10.1-2).* Thomas 
envisages the fall into duality in a number of ways (male/ female; inside/ out- 
side, etc.), but the reference here is general.” This protasis is probably related to 
(and derived from) Matt. 18.19, where 'if two agree, what they ask will be done 
for them.® 

106.1 You will become sons of man. The phrase 'sons of man' is usually taken 
to refer to true human beings, with small variations around the edges.? Grosso 
makes the nice observation that 'sons of man'—the disciples' true identity— 
might well stand in contrast to the 'son of a prostitute' in the previous saying 
(СТЬ 105).8 In addition to the contrast of authenticity vs (alleged) inauthen- 
ticity, there may be a gender contrast (cf. a possible similar contrast between 
mother and Father in 79.1-2). 

106.2 And when you say, "Mountain, move away!" it will move. This state- 
ment recalls the Synoptic sayings about having faith sufficientto tell mountains 
to move (Mk 11.23; Matt. 17.20; 21.21; cf. Lk. 17.6; 1 Cor. 13.2). In the Synoptics, the 
point is that with faith nothing is impossible. In Thomas, the main interest is 
that those who cultivate unity will reach the position of having authority over 
the world: similarly, in GTh 2 ‘finding’ leads ultimately to ruling; in GTh 19.2, 
‘these stones will serve’ true disciples. The superiority over the world is also 
expressed in the ‘world is not worthy’ sayings (GTh 56; 80; 11). See further the 
notes on GTh 2.4 above. 


4 Bauer, ‘De agraphis genuinis’, 131: ‘veri homines, perfecti scilicet; in reference to a view of 
Leipoldt. 

5 Itis not specifically or exclusively gender difference which is in view (cf. Plisch, 231). А 

6 Р. Pokorny, ‘Die Herrenworte im Thomasevangelium und bei Paulus. Ein Beitrag zur Über- 
lieferungsgeschichte der Sprüche Jesu; in P. Nagel, ed. Carl-Schmidt-Kolloquium an der Mar- 
tin-Luther-Universitüt 1988 (Halle-Wittenberg: Martin-Luther-Universitat, 1990), 157-164 (161). 

7 Nordsieck, 365, sees Jesus as the son of man in the first instance, which can also include 
true disciples (similarly, Valantasis, 186); DeConick, 285, sees Adam in his pristine state as 
the model and goal (similarly, Pokorny, 148; Hedrick, 176). Cf. also Ignatius, Rom. 6.2, where 
after his death, Ignatius ‘will be a man’. 

8 Grosso, 254. 
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107.1 nexe IC хє тыптєро єстато(н) eypwue пос eytiraq. Anay бае 
йєсооү 107.2 aoya NeHTOY CWPH ENOG NE aqk@ Hricreprr. AINE Rea. 
moya ajatrreqee epoq 107.3 ttrapeqeice nexaq ппєсо[ү|о“ү хе {оүоаук` 


Tapa пстєўтт” 


107.1 Jesus said, ‘The kingdom is like a shepherd who had a hundred sheep. 
107.2 One of them, the largest, wandered off. He left the ninety-nine, and 
searched for this one until he found it. 107.3 When he had laboured, he said 


to the sheep, "I love you more than the ninety-nine."' 


Interpretation 


The parable ofthe Lost Sheep (cf. Matt. 18.12—14; Lk. 15.3-7) has attracted a large 
number of explanations. It is Thomas's thirteenth parable (see commentabove 
on GTh 8). Some minority interpretations can be mentioned before discussing 
the two main options. 

An interpretation along Valentinian lines is unlikely, whether it is based 
on Irenaeus's report (AH 1.8.4; 2.5.2) or the Gospel of Truth (also paralleled in 
AH 2.24.6)? In the former case, Thomas's shepherd is the saviour who seeks 
for Achamoth? In the latter case, the ninety-nine are the heavenly world, the 
pleroma, and the one is 'that part of the light world which is not “at home,’ 
but outside, imprisoned in the material world' but which when restored brings 


1 Bibliography for GTh 107: Cerfaux & Garitte, ‘Les Paraboles du royaume dans I'“Evangile 
de Thomas" Ш.76-79; Bauer, ‘De "labore" Salvatoris’, 123-130; Schrage, Verhältnis, 193-197; 
Schnider, 'Das Gleichnis vom verlorenen Schaf", 146-154; W.L. Petersen, ‘The Parable of the 
Lost Sheep in the Gospel of Thomas and the Synoptics’, NovT 23 (1981), 128-147; Zückler, 
Jesu Lehren im Thomasevangelium, 158—164; Liebenberg, Language of the Kingdom, 424-430; 
A. Lorenzo Molinari, ‘The Parable of the Lost Sheep and its Lost Interpretation: A Proposal 
for Gospel of Thomas 107 as Stage 1 in an Early Christian Jesus Trajectory’, in L. Painchaud 
& P.-H. Poirier, eds, Colloque internationale: “1! Évangile selon Thomas et les textes de Nag 
Hammadi” Québec, 29-31 mai 2003 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 301-322. 

2 CfSchnider, who interprets the parable along the more general lines of the Gnostic redeemer 
myth (‘Gleichnis vom verlorenen Schaf’, 151), and twice refers to Thomas's concern as 'esoteric" 
(151, 154). 

3 So,tentatively, Bauer, 'De labore Salvatoris’, 127, on Thomas's version as well. 
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perfection.* There is no trace іп СТЬ 107 of Thomas's dependence upon the 
Valentinian myth.5 

More recent interpretations include that of King, who comments that 'the 
emphasis of the parable is on love for those who, having gone astray, have been 
found.’6 Hedrick considers the parable to be about spiritual insight (which may 
be seen as illogical, like the action of the shepherd), as opposed to common 
wisdom.’ For Valantasis, the ‘one’ sheep is the self over against the ninety- 
nine who represent the ‘dominant culture’, whether the point is the relative 
value of each, or the need for the self to withdraw from the great major- 
ity. Similarly, for Pokorny, the one leaves the majority of the mainstream 
church.? 

Considerable light is shed on the parable by its closest analogues in Thomas, 
namely GTh 8 and 76, which help decide the key question of whether the 
protagonist is the Father/ Jesus or the disciple.!? In the parable of the Dragnet 
(GTh 8), is the wise fisherman Jesus who chooses the 'single' elect, or is it the 
disciple who casts aside all other options in preference for true knowledge? In 
the parable of the Pearl (GTh 76), is the shrewd merchant the divine agent of 
election who casts aside the rest of humanity in preference for the precious true 
disciple, or is he that true disciple who has counted all rubbish for the sake of 
having the pearl of knowledge, the only treasure worth having? So also here: is 
the shepherd the divine Father or Jesus on the one hand, or the elect disciple 
on the other?" As has been noted in the discussions of the other parables, the 


similarities among the three are striking: 


4 Gartner, Theology of the Gospel of Thomas, 236. There is no sense іп GTh 107, however, 
that ‘the alterations to the parable of the lost sheep in Logion 107 seem to be based upon 
precisely these ideas' (236). Indeed the shepherd's greater love for the one does not make 
good sense against this background. 

5 For further interpretations recorded by Irenaeus, see AH 1.16.1 (the Marcosians); 1.23.2 
(Simon Magus), and AH 2.24.6 (paralleling the Gospel of Truth). Irenaeus’ own interpreta- 
tion can be seen in 3.23.1 (where the sheep is Adam). 

6 King, ‘Kingdom’, 58. 

7 Hedrick, 177. 

8 Valantasis, 187-188. 

9 Pokorny, 149. 

10 Grant & Freedman, 192-193, leave the matter open. 

11 See e.g. Haenchen, Botschaft, 47, for the view that the shepherd is God/ Jesus. 
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GTh 8 GTh 76 GTh 107 
Introduction: ‘The man is like ...' ‘kingdom ..islike..' ^ ‘kingdom is like ..." 
Principal actor: wise fisherman shrewd merchant shepherd 
Action: fishing/ finding finding/ buying searching/ finding 
Precious possession: a fish ‘this one pearl ‘this one’ sheep 
Quality of the one: large [unfailing, enduring]!? largest 
Alternative: small fish rest of merchandise ninety-nine 
Treatment of these: thrown back sold left behind 


Two elements might point in favour of the ‘divine election’ interpretations of 
these parables: (i) the language of "choosing" in GTh 8, and (ii) the contrast 
between the one and the many might lead the reader to connect these with 
GTh 23: 1 will choose you, one out of a thousand, and two out of ten thousand. 
And they will stand as single ones: (iii) The parallel with the Synoptic Gospels 
might suggest a parable about divine rather than human action. 
On the other hand, assuming that Thomas's parables correspond in function 
to their Synoptic counterparts is a dangerous assumption. Taking these para- 
bles in Thomas as parables of the elect disciple coming to knowledge also has 
much to commend it: (i) the language of “finding” which is common to all three 
parables appears frequently in Thomas as the activity of the elect (GTh 1, 2, 49, 
77, 99, 92, 94, 10, 111). Most decisively in favour of this interpretation, however, 
is (ii) the interpretation of the parable of the pearl supplied in GTh 76.3: ‘As for 
you, seek his unfailing and enduring treasure, where no moth comes near to 
eat and no worm destroys. The pearl is thus clearly the treasure of knowledge, 
rather than the true disciple. Given the structural similarities among these 
three parables it is tempting to take them to have this common application. 
Finally (iii), the ‘labour’ (ece) involved in the shepherd's search for the sheep 
makes good sense as an element ofthe disciple's quest (cf. СТЬ 58; also 2;109).!3 
The focus in this parable lies, then, in the total concern of the disciple with 
the salvation provided by Jesus and the complete indifference to all other 


12 


This description features in the explanation of the parable. 
13 


It could also, however, be taken as integral to Jesus' work of revelation: cf. the travail of 
Jesus’ soul in GTh 28.3 (Bauer, ‘De labore Salvatoris 126-127, sees a reference in GTh 107 


to the passion). This is a less prominent theme in Thomas than the effort required of the 
disciple. 
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competing concerns." As Petersen rightly commented in response to Schnider, 
€ Parable is ‘not intrinsically Gnostic’ in Thomas. Against Petersen, however, 
€ acceptance of an Edessan provenance should not lead one to assume ʻa 
reader of Thomas, acquainted with all the OT precedents’, and that Israel is 
e lost sheep.!5 Much more in tune with the rest of Thomas is the focus on the 
treasured ation in contrast with an indifference to orrejection 
ofall else, 


possession of salv: 


Notes 


1073 The kingdom is like a shepherd who had a hundred sheep. Schnider 


Points out that the introductory ‘kingdom’ formula is distinctive to Thomas, 
us bringing it into relation to the other kingdom sayings. On the kingdom in 
Thomas, see Introduction, § 10.1 above. As noted above, the point of comparison 
with the kingdom in this parable is that the shepherd denotes the disciple, and 
€ theme is that disciple's attitude to the kingdom. | 
107.2 One of them, the largest. As Bruce notes, the main difference 1n 
Thomas's version is that while in the Synoptics, ‘the owner puts himself to 


€XCeptiona] trouble over the hundredth sheep just because it is lost, Thomas 


‘Tationalises the situation’ in explaining that this sheep is the largest.” Lorenzo 

Molinari agrees, for different reasons.! Thomas highlights the worthiness of 

the object of the searching, which would fit well with the object being the 

ees 

14 Petersen, ‘Parable of the Lost Sheep’, 128—130: Plisch, 232; Grosso, 255. 

15 Petersen, ‘Parable of the Lost Sheep! 133. А contrast between the milieu of Thomas as Jew- 
ish and the ‘Gentile (or mixed Jewish-Gentile)' milieu of the Synoptics is surely misguided 
(cf. e.g. GTh 52—53), especially his idea that the readers of Thomas were ‘Jews and pus 
elytes who considered Jesus to be a prophet or the messiah' (‘Parable of the Lost Sheep: 
136). Petersen's rabbinic parallels to the counting of the sheep of Israel fail because in the 


s : : it 
Parable here Israel is on his reading one sheep among the many nations. Although he cri 


icises Jeremias for reading the parable too much through the lens of the canonical gospels, 
Petersen himself does not seem to consider the possibility that the shepherd might be the 
disciple rather than God. 

16 Schnider, ‘Gleichnis vom verlorenen Schaf" 150-151; also Plisch, 232. 

17 Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins, 151; cf. Grant & Freedman, 192; Schnider, ‘G 
(‘eine rationale Erklärung’). 

18 Lorenzo Molinari, ‘Parable of the Lost Sheep’ considers the original parable to be avicious 
Story about the abandonment of the 99, those such as the Pharisees and Scribes (312—313), 
with Thomas's version also serving to justify this outrageous action (316). 


leichnis; 151 
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knowledge of salvation, rather than human beings. The 'great' here is best 
explained not as a reference to Israel as a ‘great’ nation, but on the analogy of 
the great fish in GTh 8.19 It is possible that this accentuation of the large sheep 
is in contrast to Matthew's ‘little ones; who are the theme of the Matthean 
parable (Matt. 18.10 and 18.14, bracketing the parable in 18.12-13);20 against this, 
however, Thomas can also value the ‘little one’ (GTh 46.2). 

107.2 Wandered off. There is no real difference here with either Luke’s ‘lost’ 
sheep, or Matthew's which has merely strayed (with Thomas closer to the 
latter), The shepherd still has to ‘search for’ and ‘find’ the sheep (107.2)- 

107.2 He left the ninety-nine, and searched for this one until he found it. 
Unlike Matthew and Luke, Thomas does not specify where the others are left. 
Thomas's subordinate clause corresponds exactly to Luke 15.4 (ayswreqge РОЧ 
= ёшс eüpy «ўт&). As in the analogous sayings (GTh 8 and 76), the wise disciple 
selects the one true treasure and discards everything else; the ninety-nine 
therefore corresponds essentially to competing but inferior interests which the 
true disciple leaves behind. 

107.3 When he had laboured. Petersen's translation (‘Having tired himself 
out ...') captures the sense nicely? The ‘labour’, a difference from the Synoptics' 
version of the parable, highlights the hard work required of the disciple in the 
quest for the knowledge (cf. e.g. GTh 20, 58, 109).2? 

107.3 He said to the sheep, “I love you more than the ninety-nine.” The 
shepherd speaking to the sheep is distinctive to Thomas's version. One might 
Suppose here the influence of the Matthean parable (‘he rejoices over it more 
than over the ninety-nine’; Matt, 18.13; cf. Lk. 15.7), such that what is ‘correct only 
at the time of the finding’ in Matthew becomes generalised and rationalised in 
Thomas.23 This is speculative, however. 


19 Pace Petersen, ‘Parable of the Lost Sheep; 133. 

?0 — Plisch, 232. 

21 — Petersen, ‘Parable of the Lost Sheep; 129. 

?2  Itis possible that this slightly enigmatic reference to ‘labour’ also arises by interference 
from another piece of Jesus tradition which refers to rescuing sheep, namely the halakhic 
discussion in Matt 12.11 of whether it is classified as ‘labour’ on the Sabbath to rescue a 
sheep from a pit. It may be relevant here that the Gospel of Truth pairs the parable of the 
Lost Sheep with this discussion (3135-32,37) 


^3 Тһе quotation is from Davies & Allison, Matthew, 11.775, referring to the explanation of 
Lindemann. 
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1 E x 
08.1 nexe IC ҳє tieracc) EBOr рн TATATTPO quaayone Rrage 108.2 ANOK 20 


"Piayone 6нточ ne 108.3 aya neont NNOYONE epog 


108.1 Jesus said, ‘Whoever drinks from my mouth will become like me. 108.2 
dden will be revealed to him." 


Imyself will become him, 108.3 and what are hi 


Interpretation 


Alongside the commonplace of the revelation of the hidden in GTh 108.3 (cf. 
dn 1 the dominant motif here is that of the disciple becoming like, or 
i5 Mun D in the identity of the revealer. This idea is attributed by Irenaeus 
Айбы, us Magus, who allegedly said—in particular to his female adherents: 
am, 2 as a bride expecting her bridegroom, 50 that you may be what I 

what you are' (ut sis quod ego et ego quod tu)? Similarly, the Gospel of 


Eve is c; : 
5 cited by Epiphanius as follows: 
I Р 
азыу upon a high mountain and saw a tall man, and another who was 
h ort. And I heard something like the sound of thunder. I went nearer to 
e and he spoke to me and said: “1 am you and you are me (gy cà xal 
£y). And wherever you are, I am there, and I am sown in all things ge 


о 

ijs мз compare the Gospel of Philip, according to which the one who 
Phil. 67 ign name with the chrism 'is no longer a Christian but a Christ (006 
which ded са with Philip's theology of becoming like the divine 
Sophia дб, Therei s (61,2035). Very similar language appears again in Pistis 
. There is a much wider theology in the Greek philosophical tradition 


of dpoiwars QeQ.* 


— 
1 Bib; 
i for GTh 108: DeConick, Seek to See Him, 105-115; Marjanen, 
2 Irenaeus, AH 113.3. 
: Pere Pan. 26.3.1. 
Б снага GE the theme in G.H. van Kooten, Paul's Anthropology in Context: 
T ond Bae s игы, to God, and Tripartite Man in Ancient Judaism, Ancient Phi- 
Menschenbild, 176 ме (WUNT 232; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 124-181. Popkes, 
' e link between dpolwors 82 and СТЬ 108. 


‘Portrait of Jesus; 


w 
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What is particularly difficult to define here is the nature of the identity 
between Jesus and the disciple. As Zéckler rightly notes: ‘Es können verschie- 
dene Formen der mystischen Identifikation mit einer erlósenden Figur unter- 
schieden werden.’ A ‘soft’ reading of this likeness might, beginning from the 
surrounding references to revelation in 108.1 and 108.3, understand this iden- 
tity asa shared knowledge of heavenly origin: this is something which even the 
elect do not have unless they take on board the revelation of Jesus. On accept- 
ing Jesus' words, however, the elect share with Jesus that they have come from 
the kingdom (cf. GTh 49). A ‘stronger’ reading, on the other hand, might see the 
identity more in terms of an inclusion of the disciple somehow into the being 
of Jesus (cf. Jesus' identification with the all in GTh 77?), or that on coming to 
knowledge the disciple takes on an identity constituted by the inner, invisible 
image which is synonymous with Jesus himself (cf. GTh 84?). The softer read- 
ingisuncontroversial within the limits of what Thomas says elsewhere; theonly 
question is whether it does justice to the strength of the la nguage in 108.2.7 The 
harder readings attempt to do justice to 108.2, but are more speculative because 
they receive less support from elsewhere in Thomas though they can be paral- 
leled. Perhaps a strong reading is the better option, according to which the true 
disciple who has actualised salvation is thereby defined so completely by the 

true light image—which is ‘part’ of Jesus himself — that he is thereby identified 
with Jesus. 

This identification of the disciple with Jesus raises the question of whether 
there is a ‘twin theology’ (as, for example, in the Acts of Thomas). This is thought 
to apply first and foremost to the disciple Judas Thomas, because the name 
‘Thomas is related to the Aramaic/ Syriac for ‘twin’, @m(’). It may also have been 
inspired in part by Jesus having a brother called Jude/ Judas (Mk 6.3/ Matt. 
13.55). Thereafter, it is thought to be possible that be 
enter into this relation of twinship. Some 


this idea in Thomas, largely on the basis of the Prologue (identifying this work 


as the gospel message of the twin), the ideal of masterless discipleship in GTh 
13-5, and perhaps especially GTh 108 here.8 


lievers in general might 
scholars argue for the presence of 


GTh 108 does not quite envisage 


5 Zockler, Jesu Lehren im Thomasevangelium, 245-246. 
So Marjanen, ‘Portrait of Jesus’, 214. 


sus, which is perhaps too weak. 
‘Judas Thomas’, 114; Janssen, ‘Evangelium des Zwill- 
ings?’, 231, 236; Gagné, ‘Sectarianism, Secret Teaching and Self-Definition’, 234—236, and espe- 
cially M. Frenschkowski, ‘Zwillingsmythologie in der Thomastradition, in J. Schröter, ed. The 
Apocryphal Gospels within the Context of Early Christian Theology (Leuven/ Paris/ Walpole: 
Peeters, 2013), 509-528. Poirier, ‘Évangile de Thomas, Actes de Thomas, Livre de Thomas, 


6 
7 Plisch interprets the statement as referring to a union with Je 
8 Fora positive verdict, see e.g. Gunther, 
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twinship, however, but rather a kind of identity: there is probably no sense 
of Jesus’ twinship in Thomas. Without the later writings which characterise 
Thomas as Jesus’ twin (such as the Acts of Thomas) one could not divine on 
the basis of GTh 13.5 and 108 such a view of Thomas in his Gospel.’ 


Notes 


108.1 Whoever drinks from my mouth will become like me. GTh 108 begins 
with a weaker statement about the resemblance of the disciple to Jesus as a 
result of receiving revelation. Something like ‘drinking’ from Jesus has already 
been mentioned in Thomas, in GTh 13 where Thomas has drunk 'from the 
bubbling spring which I have dug’ (cf. Jn 4.13-14; 7-37-38), which is also associ- 
ated with masterless discipleship. Plisch suggests that 108.1 may reflect a kiss of 
peace in Thomas's community, but this is probably overstressed.!? More appro- 
priate might be a communal drink, as reflected in the use of similar language 
in Irenaeus’ report of Mark the Mage, but this is probably not necessary either. 
More proximate is GTh 13, where Thomas has drunk from the spring which 
Jesus has dug; the same idea is implied in the image of the cistern as a place 
of salvation in GTh 74 (cf. GTh 47). Drinking from Jesus' mouth here can be 
straightforwardly interpreted as the acceptance of Jesus' words of revelation, 
without recourse to ritual elements which are not found elsewhere in Thomas. 

108.2 I myself will become him." The saying then becomes stronger, with 
the sense of identity between Jesus and the disciple increased by comparison 
with GTh 108.1. 

108.3 And what are hidden will be revealed to him. The closest parallel in 
Thomas is GTh 5.1, and one might also compare the revelation and the event 
of seeing! in 83-84.'? In this state, the disciple is in full possession of the secret 
knowledge of his origin and destiny. The theme (and language) of the 'hidden 
being revealed continues into GTh 109. 


22, sees the Acts as a development of what is already present in the Gospel. In contrast, see 
DeConick, 45; Meyer, ‘Beginning’, 45; Pagels, Beyond Belief, 57; Perrin, Thomas: The Other 
Gospel, 124. 

9 For a cautious discussion of the twin motif, see Uro, Thomas, 10-15. 

10 Plisch, 233. See the various helpful parallels he supplies, however. 

11 For the Coptic construction, see Layton, Coptic Grammar, 202 (8255). 

12 The revelation of the hidden in СТЬ 6 is of a rather different character. 
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109.1 пєхє 1С xe THNTEpO ECT TN €ypa»ne eytirag [8 aav 'e'R T Eg CME 
finoyego €qe[un e]qo harcooyn epoq 109.2 ayw n [uninca 7]PeanoY BAKA 
Hrteq [mupe ne] паунрє сооүн ati a«qqv тсаа)є ETHMAY aq asc [єво]х 109-3 
avo ne[u]ragroovc aget eqckaet afqe je arepo Aqapxet At 2ONT ETMHCE 
ü[ne]räorowoy 


109.1 Jesus said, ‘The kingdom is like a man who had in his field a hi[dden] 
treasure without knowing of it. 109.2 And a [fter] he died, he left the field to 
his [son]. The son did not know. He took that field and sold it. 109.3 And the 
one who bought it went ploughing. (He fou|nd the treasure, and began to 
lend money at interest to whomever he wished.' 


Textual Comment 


Most of the restorations in this lacunose saying are broadly agreed, except 
that Hedrick contests the reading i [unica v)]pequoy (‘after he died’) in 109.2, 
preferring A[narquoy n]pequoy on grounds both of sense (bequeathing before 
death), and that it fills the space better.? The size of writing at the bottom ofthis 
Page (p. 51 of NH П) is irregular, however, and I am unsure how to make sense of 
Hedrick’s Coptic here.? The sense of the text provided above is unproblematic: 
the bequest would only take effect upon the father's death. 


Interpretation 


GTh 109 is the last of Thomas's 14 parables (see on GTh 8 above), and like most 
of them, it has given rise to a wide variety of interpretations. It is paralleled in 


SSS 

1 Bibliography for GTh 109: Schrage, Verháltnis, 196-199; B. Dehandschutter, ‘Les paraboles 
de l'évangile selon Thomas: la parabole du Trésor caché (log. 109), ETL 47 (1971), 199-219; 
J.D. Crossan, 'Hidden Treasure Parables in Late Antiquity’, SBLSP (1976), 359-379; Hedrick, 
Parables as Poetic Fictions, 17-141; Zóckler, Jesu Lehren im Thomasevangelium, 154—158; 
Liebenberg, Language of the Kingdom, 225-243; Liebenberg "Io Know How to Find’, 109-119. 

2 Hedrick, 180. 

3 Hedrick simply translates 'before he died', which is awkward as a rendering of his text. 
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Matt. 13.44, and has loose parallels elsewhere,* although none желесин 
Provides a solution to the meaning, which must be found within te engage- 
(1) The parable might mean that revelation comes їп the ive ro 
Ment with the world, with the mundane’ This is an en E ^" 
Owever, despite Liebenberg's attempt to see it elsewhere. (2) ie ; n d 
tations focus on the negative characters, the father and son, and n i 
and loss; the parable is thus a warning. Such a reading neglects the p " 
Importance of the climactic third character. (3) Lindemann and Patterson " 
this main character as negative, because of his despicable елш. end 
(cf. GTh 95), and so take the parable to be a warning against wea! bs 8 This 
reinforced by the connection to GTh no with its condemnation of ric! ES ld 
Deglects the fact, however, that the lending happens in the parabolic s 
and that the ignorance vs finding motif is something much more prominent i 
Thomas, (4) Some interpret the parable in a strongly allegorical manner, a 
Perhaps a sequence of hylikos—psychikos—pneumatikos? ог [иге Ен 
Christians — Gentile (Thomas) Christians.!° On the former, one might rc 
the second man to have a slightly higher station in the parable than his Ө + 
whereas both are equally ignorant. In any case, as Gartner notes, the triparti 
Structure could be purely literary," and Grosso notes that Thomas might havea 
fondness for tripartition (cf. СТЬ 44; 50; 65; 86; 100).! (5) Hedrick rather gives 
Up on a definite interpretation, and says that the meaning is ‘open-ended. 
Because of the importance of the theme in Thomas, and because of the 
literary structure of the parable, the ‘finding’ by the third man is likely to be 


SSS а 

4 Horace, Sat. 2.6.10-13 appears to refer to a well-known story along these lines; cf. also Philo, 
Imm. 91-92. For various rabbinic parallels, see e.g. Jeremias, Parables of Jesus, 32, 198, and 
See further parallels in Crossan, ‘Hidden Treasure Parables. 

Liebenberg, ‘Know How to Find’, 119. 

See e.g. on GTh 8 above. 

Crossan, ‘Hidden Treasure Parables’, 365; King, ‘Kingdom, 56-57. 

Lindemann, ‘Gleichnisinterpretation’, 234; Patterson, Gospel of Thomas and Jesus, 146. 
Wilson, Studies in the Gospel of Thomas, 93 (raising this as a possibility); Dehandschutter, 
‘Les paraboles de l' évangile’, 217, In Studies in the Gospel of Thomas, 93n. 2, Wilson presents 
a related view, that the ‘treasure’ might be the interpretation of the OT, which was hidden 
from both Israel and the magna ecclesia. This is less vulnerable to the criticism above, 
but runs aground on the fact that Thomas seems to have no interest in the correct 
interpretation of the OT (cf. GTh 52). 

10  Plisch, 236. 

11 Gartner, Theology of the Gospel of Thomas, 237-238. 

12 Grosso, 257- 

13 Hedrick, 181. 
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the focal point. 'Finding' appears as a soteriological good in GTh 1; 2; 8; 27; 38; 
49; 56; 58; 777; 80; 90; 92; 94; 97%; 107; по; 111, and so it is reasonable to suppose 
that this is the sense of 109.3. There need not be a great distinction between 
the first two men, though their ignorance may represent the fact that the truth 
was ‘unnoticed by generations of people who lack the knowledge'!* The sense 
of the parable is not quite ‘I’ acte d'abandon total en faveur du bien supréme!l5 
because Thomas—unlike Matthew— does not say that the character got rid of, 
or ignored, everything else in order to get the treasure (cf. also GTh 8; 76; 107). 
The parable is quite similar to the parable of the Pearl, however—the pearl is 
another ‘treasure’ which is ‘found’ (GTh 76). What may well mark out the third 
man is that he is the only one of the three to work (‘ploughing’) and who gets 
his reward;'® both the terminology of ‘labour’ (гїсє; СТЬ 58; 107; though cf. 8; 97) 
and effort in general (e.g. GTh 2) are important elsewhere in Thomas. What he 
finds is the treasure of salvation, i.e. rest in the kingdom. The imagery of usury 
might point to the great spiritual profit that the true disciple receives: compare 
the sixty-fold and one-hundred-and-twenty-fold yield of the seed in the parable 
of the Sower (GTh 8). On the moral question, see note on 109.3 below. 


Notes 


109.1 The kingdom is like. This is another kingdom parable (cf. GTh 87; 20; 57; 
76; 96-98; 107), with the first man mentioned certainly not himself embodying 
the kingdom. (On the kingdom in Thomas, see Introduction, § 10.1 above.) The 


closest analogy in the parable to the kingdom is the treasure, as is explicit in 
Matthew's version, but in Thomas it is the vignette 


sulates a key truth about the kingdom. There 
parable in its Matthean form presuppose 
is also the case for Thomas's version.17 


109.1 A man who had in his field a hidden treasure without knowing of 
it. The opening of this parable is considerably more elaborate than Matthew's 
version, with Thomas wanting to draw attention to the theme of ignorance; 
this first person mentioned is not the ‘hero’ of the parable. The theme of 


as a whole which encap- 
is general agreement that this 
5 the presence of the kingdom, which 


14 Pokorny, 150. 

15 Dehandschutter, ‘Les paraboles de l évangile’, 218. 

16 Valantasis, 190; Gärtner, Theology ofthe Gospel of Thomas, 237-238. Gartner's other sugges- 
tion, that a doctrine of reincarnation underlies this parable, is extremely unlikely (238). 


GTh 59 looks as though it would in апу case contradict the idea of reincarnation. 
17 On the point in Matthew, see Davies & Allison, Matthew, II.435. 
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treasure recalls the earlier parable of the Pearl (СТЬ 76),!8 a pearl which at 
the end of that saying is glossed as a ‘treasure’ (ego). That pearl was, implicitly, 
hidden, as it was discovered by the merchant in a consignment of merchandise. 
As ‘unknowing’ (x«vcoovu), the owner of the field, however, lacks one of the 
essential characteristics advocated by Thomas, knowledge. 

109.2 And after he died, he left the field to his son. The son did not know. 
The son is also defined in very similar language as ignorant. It is just possible 
that there is an anti-familial implication here, but this may be to press the 
imagery too far. 

109.2 He took that field and sold it. As Hedrick notes, 'taking X and doing Y 
to X’ isa very common Semitism or biblical idiom (cf. Matt. 13.33).? 

109.3 And the one who bought it. Being an element in a parable, there is 
no real conflict here with the author's real stance on commerce. This element 
can be compared with GTh 76, where the merchant sells his consignment of 
merchandise in order to be able to buy the pearl, which is also explained as a 
treasure. 

109.3 Went ploughing. This element perhaps draws attentio 


of ‘working’ integral to finding knowledge in a number of sayings (e.g. GTh 58; 
ds a treasure in 


n to the element 


107.3). Interestingly, the man who digging to plant a tree fin 
Philo, Imm. 91—92 is likened to discovering treasure from God xopic хой тебуоо, 
without labour’ (cf. GTh 8). , 
109.3 He found the treasure. ‘Finding’ is one of the key verbs employed in 
Thomas to describe coming to the knowledge of salvation (see references in the 
interpretation above): ‘finding’ language continues into GTh по апаш. | 
109.3 And began to lend money at interest to whomever he wished. This 
clause highlights the great prosperity of the man who found the treasure. This 
statement is not at odds with GTh 95, since the presence of a motifin а parable 
does not signal approval of the theme in the real world.?? This is one of the 
so-called ‘immoral parables’, on which see the interpretation of GTh 98. 


212: ‘la parabole jumelle de la perle: 
anumber of examples including Matt. 13.33- 
a Semitic Vorlage for Thomas. 


18 Dehandschutter, ‘Les paraboles’ 

19 Hedrick, Parables as Poetic Fictions, 137, citing 
ASemitism of this kind does not of itself, however, indicate 
See Gathercole, Composition, 100. 

20 Тһе idea that there is a ‘serious discrepancy’ (Valantasis, 190; cf. Hedrick, 180, 


mann and Patterson as discussed above) is unfounded. Pace Hedrick, Parables as Poetic 
there is no question 


morality of the 


and Linde- 


Fictions, 140-141, since the usury motif is embedded within a parable, 
of the readers or auditors being left to come to a conclusion about the 
third man becoming a banker. Cf. the motif of lending at interest in Matt. 25.27; Lk. 19.23. 
Thomas leaves unambiguous its stance towards usury in the real world in GTh 95. 


Logion uo' 


пєхє 1С хє MENTAZGINE HrikocHOC AYP PHMAO MAPEYAPNA HEIKOCHOC 


Jesus said, ‘Whoever has found the world and become rich, let him renounce 
the world.’ 


Interpretation 


There is a difficult ambiguity here. The jussive main clause is unambiguous, 
but the relative clause could refer either to (a) the person who has ‘found the 
world (to be what it is)’, that is, a corpse,? and thus is spiritually rich, or to (b) 
the person ‘who has discovered the rules of the visible world’, and has thereby 
profited from the world.? Some help comes from the parallels to СТ по: 


GTh 56: Jesus said, ‘Whoever has come to know the world has found a 
corpse. And whoever has found that corpse, the world is not 
worthy of him. 

СТЬ 80-81: Jesus said, ‘Whoever has come to know the world has found a 
corpse. But whoever has found the body, the world is not worthy 
of him’ Jesus said, ‘Whoever has become rich, let him reign; and 
whoever has power, let him renounce it’ 


GTh по is thus an abbreviated version of СТЬ 80-81, and therefore proba- 
bly means: recognising the external, material world for what it is (finding 
the world), and finding instead what is of true spiritual value (‘and is rich’), 


should lead to an uncompromising rejection of its values (‘let him renounce 
the world’). 


Bibliography for GTh 10: Sellew, ‘Death, Body, and the World’, 530-534; Liebenberg, Lan- 
guage of the Kingdom, 136-149. 

2 Grant & Freedman, 195. 

3 Pokorny, 151. 
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Notes 


Whoever has found the world. The ellipsis in the phrase ‘finding the world’ is 
similar to that of ‘knowing the world’, or ‘coming to know the world, in СТЬ 56 
and 8o. Both phrases presumably mean ‘finding out what the world truly is’ or 
‘coming to know the character of the world. ‘Finding’ here connects СТЬ по on 
both sides with GTh 109 and 111; ‘world’ (as well as its components, heaven and 
earth) also comes in GTh 11. 

And become rich. Plisch and Hedrick note a grammatical infelicity here, 
but Layton provides some analogous examples.* The use of the conjunctive 
implies that the action is subsequent to the finding of the world; the translation 
with a past tense here reflects that in GTh 81. A reference to metaphorical 
wealth is likely because (i) the interpretation of ‘finding the world’ proposed 
above probably requires it; (ii) this is the sense in the parallel GTh 81, and (iii) 
the previous saying GTh 109 has just likened the elect person to one who has 
discovered a treasure which enables him to set himself up as a banker The 
metaphorical use of riches to refer to spiritual wealth is common enough.® 
The true disciple in GTh 110, then, is the one who has both discovered the true 
nature of the world, and come into possession of the greatest riches in the form 
of the treasure of salvation. 

Let him renounce the world. The possession of spiritual riches means that 
the world, in the sense of the world's system of values, with its esteem of wealth 
and honour, should be rejected by the true disciple. There is resemblance 
here to Mk 8.34-37 and parallels, in which the command to deny oneself is 
explained partly on the basis that gaining the world but losing one's soul would 
be ridiculous; an even closer conjunction comes in Titus, with its injunction to 
'renounce impiety and worldly passions' (Tit. 2.12). 


4 Plisch, 236-237; Hedrick, 182; cf. Layton, Coptic Grammar, 280-281 
to Shenoute III 41:5-6. 

Plisch, 237, links 109-110. 

6 Inaddition to the ‘treasure’ in СТЬ 76 and 109, cf. e.g. 2 Cor. 8.9; 9-1; Heb. 1.26; Eph. 1.18, for 
riches as salvation; as understanding, in Col. 1.27 (‘the riches of this glorious mystery"); 2.2 
(‘complete riches of fulness of understanding’). The motif can also be used of abundance in 
an ethical context: Lk. 12.21 (‘rich towards God’); 1 Tim. 6.18 (‘rich in noble deeds’);Jas. 2.5 (‘rich 


in faith’). 


(8353), e.g. his reference 


e 
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111.1 EXE IC XE їпнүє НАСХ ayo KAP? АПЄГАНТО EBON 111.2 AYW NETON? 
€BO гп NETON? quati AN CHOY 111.3 OYX ролл CIC Xx) HHOC XE TE TALE єроҷ` 
oyaay MKOCHOC Anaa HHO an 


111.1 Jesus said, ‘The heavens and the earth will roll up in your presence; 111.2 
and he who lives from the living one will not see death.’ 111.3 It és not that 
Jesus said, ‘Whoever has found only himself, the world is not worthy of him.’ 


Interpretation 


The point of this saying is to observe that those who are truly ‘alive’, viz. the 
true disciples, will be mere bystanders or spectators at the dissolution of the 
world:? death will not touch them as a result of it. Their immunity from death 
arises from the fact that they derive their life from the true source of life (‘living 
from the living one’), not merely from themselves. СТЬ 11 finds a close parallel 
in 111-2: ‘This heaven will pass away, and the one above it will pass away. But 
the dead will not live, and the living will not die? 


Notes 


111.1 The heavens and the earth will roll up. On the syntax? (lit. ‘the heavens will 


roll up, and the earth’), cf. also GTh 88.1. "The heavens and the earth’ correspond 


to the cosmos or world in GTh 111.3. The muted character of eschatology in 


1 Bibliography for GTh 111: B. Gierth, ‘Un apophtegme commun a la Pistis Sophia et à l' Évangile 
selon Thomas?, RevScRel 64 (1990), 245-249; Hogeterp, ‘The Gospel of Thomas and the 

Historical Jesus’, 381-396; Popkes, ‘Von der Eschatologie zur Protologie' 211-233; Gathercole, 

“Тһе Heavens and the Earth will be Rolled up”’, 280—302; Gathercole, Composition, 250—262. 

2 Valantasis, 191. 

3 Plisch, 238, sees it as strange, but such a pattern is common in Greek. Cf. e.g. 1]n 247: xal 6 
xóayoc rapáryecat хой  EmOvpia abtod. Р-Н. Poirier, L'Évangile selon Thomas (NH Il,2; P. Oxy. 
1, 654, 655), Témoin de la théologie chrétienne primitive?’ in J. Schröter, ed. The Apocryphal 
Gospels within the Context of Early Christian Theology (Leuven/ Paris/ Walpole: Peeters, 2013), 
95-125 (123), suggests that ‘and the earth’ is an interpolation. 

4 Rightly, Gierth, ‘Un apophtegme commun; 248. 
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Thomas comes out here: of terms which can be used to depict the disintegration 
of the cosmos, ‘roll up’, like ‘pass away’ in GTh n, is one of the least violent. The 
image of the rolling is probably the rolling up of a scroll (Isa. 34.4; Rev. 6.14) or 
perhaps a garment (Heb. 1.12).5 The emphasis is on the impermanence of the 
cosmos by contrast with the immutability ofthe living sphere.5 On heaven and 
earth passing away in Jesus tradition, cf. Mk 13.31/Matt. 24.35/Lk. 21.33; Matt. 
5.18; Lk. 16.17. 

шил In your presence.’ It is possible that this refers to the author's view 
of an imminent end." The principal point, however, is the irrelevance of the 
disintegration of the heavens and the earth to the disciples: they will observe 
the end of the cosmos as unaffected bystanders.? 

11.2 And the one who lives from the living one. The identity of the living 
one’ is left vague (cf. СТЬ 59); it might refer specifically to the Father (cf. GTh 3, 
‘the living Father’; also 37, 50) or Jesus (cf. Prologue, ‘the living Jesus’; also 52).19 
The final statement in 111.3 reinforces this point that Thomas's theology is not 
ahumanistic one. 

11.2 Will not see death. This identity as 'the living' is permanent. It guaran- 
tees immunity from death (cf. GTh 1, etc.) at the disintegration of the cosmos 
in ша. The phrase ‘see death’ appears in Ps. 89.48; Lk. 2.26; Jn 8.51; Heb. 1.5 
(contrast Thomas's preferred ‘taste death’ in СТЬ 1; 18; 19; 85). 

111.3 It is not that Jesus said, ‘Whoever has found only himself, the world 
is not worthy of him.’ On ‘finding’, cf. also GTh 109-110: the latter also has a 
reference to the ‘world’. There are two possible ways to construe the sentence, 


5 Cf. also Or. Sib. 3.823; PS 3. For the comparison of this image with other eschatological 
terminology, see Gathercole, ‘Heavens and the Earth’, 295-296. 

6 Cf. the reference to owa in the Manichaean Psalm-Book: "Thou endurest, 
endure also; the universe shall roll up, but thou shalt not roll up’. (Allberry, Manichaean 
Psalm-Book U, 190; translation slightly modified); similarly the comparison in Heb. 112, in 


the context of Heb 1.10-12, quoting the words from Ps. 101.26-28. 


thou shalt 


i T Й i e EBON 
7 Contra the proposal in Gierth, 'Un apophtegme commun; 248, which seems to take 


" art 
in шл with the verb ox (thus, ‘repulse’, reject), rather than, as must be the case, as p: 


of the phrase fro євох (‘presence’). 


8 I am grateful to Dr Edward Adams for alerting me to this possibility; cf. also Nordsieck, 
i inzipiell falsch 
9 In this respect, Popkes' account of Thomas's eschatology, that it is ‘prinzipiell falsch 


bzw. bedeutungslos' (‘Von der Eschatologie zur Protologie' 223), is nearer the mark than 
Hogeterp's interpretation (‘Gospel of Thomas and the Historical Jesus’) of Thomas as 
reflecting the same 'now/ not yet' as does the NT. As I have argued in ‘Heavens and the 
Earth; however, Popkes’ latter epithet is more apposite than the former. 

10 Pokorný, 152, notes the ambiguity. 
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with the two principal factors in question involving (a) whether the sentence is 
a question or a statement, and (b) how to understand the Coptic phrase rreraee 
€poq' ovaa«q. 


(i) 


(ii) 


11 


12 


13 
14 


15 


The standard way to translate this sentence is as a rhetorical question: 
‘Does not Jesus say, “Whoever has found himself is superior to the world?" 
The Coptic nerage epoq oyaaq is then taken as a pure reflexive: ‘whoever 
has found himself’. It would be strange in particular, however, for ovx 2011 
to introduce a question. I know of no parallel. 

The better solution is one proposed by Leipoldt as a reading of the text, 
but which he finds incompatible with Thomas's theology.12 If one takes the 
phrase nerage epoq oyaaq as merely reflexive (‘whoever finds himself’), 
then the only real option—as in option (i) —is to take СТЬ 111.3 as a rhetor- 
ical question." However, the word ovaa()« need not merely emphasise the 
reflexive epoq. It also regularly means ‘only’, ‘alone’, ‘by oneself’/ ‘of one's 
own ассогӣ.! In light of these factors, the sense is probably ‘whoever has 
found only himself’. In this sense, the saying does fit within Thomas, since 
salvation is not just a matter of self-discovery, but also ‘living from the liv- 
ing one’ (111.2).15 This interpretation does justice to both (a) the usual sense 
of ovx gon, as introducing a corrective statement, and (b) to the theology 
of Thomas as a whole. 


See e.g. Layton & Lambdin, "The Gospel according to Thomas' Nag Hammadi Codex П2-7: 
Volume One, 93; DeConick, 293; Plisch, 238; Pokorny, 151. 

Leipoldt, Evangelium nach Thomas, 53, 76; cf. Plisch, 240, although he follows option (i) in 
his translation (238). 

The word can be used in pure reflexives: see e.g, Sahidic Gal. 6.3; Eph. 5.2; 2 Tim. 2-13- 
Layton, Coptic Grammar, 118 (8152). For the implication (a) ‘only’, see Lk. 4.9: ‘Worship 
the Lord your God and serve him only (nay oyaaq = adt@ рбуф)"; Phil. 4.15: ‘not one church 
shared with me in the matter of giving and receiving, except you only (тат oyaaT THYTR 
= Üüpeic póvot)'; 1Tim. 5.5: "The widow who is really in need and left on her own (€r6eev 
ovaxrc = pepovwpévn) ...' For (b) ‘alone’ with a reflexive (as here in 111.3), see Jn 5.19: T tell 
you the truth, the Son can do nothing by himself (gapo4 oYaay = ag’ Exutod); he can do 
only what he sees his Father doing, because whatever the Father does the Son also does; 
For (c), the sense ‘of his own accord’, as opposed to by someone else, see Heb. 5-5: ‘Christ 
did not glorify himself (uay oyaay = &xvxóv) so as to become a high priest, rather it was the 
one who said to him .... Cf. GTh 50.1, in the reference to ‘the place where the light came 
into being from itself, of its own accord’ (enon рггоотч` OYARTY). 
As Plisch, 240, helpfully notes. 
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The function of GTh 11-3, then» is as an explanatory gloss to reinforce GTh 
1112, and to guard against а misunderstanding of Thomas's soteriology as a 
matter of mere self-knowledge- !t is not necessary to suppose that this gloss 
‘hardly derived from the compiler of the Gospel of Thomas’, but was added by a 
later scribe, as some suppose." Mark 7.19b is a well-known example ofasimilar 
kind of gloss added by the author of the Gospel (cf. e.g. Jn 19.35; 21.20). The 
Clarification is rather like that appended to Jesus’ challenge to Peter in John's 
Gospel, that the beloved disciple could in theory survive until the parousia 
(21.22); since this started a rumour that this had been meant asa fact, the author 
reminds the reader of Jesus’ actual words: ‘But Jesus did not say that he would 
Not die; he only said, “If I want him to remain until I come, what is that to you?”’ 
(21.23). One might also compare Paul's clarification that Scripture does not say 
‘seeds’ plural, but ‘seed’ singular (Gal. 3.16). The purpose of the clarification in 
Thomas is to amplify the point in 11.2 that life is from the living one, and is not 


intrinsic to the world or even to the self. 


кашаны н 
16  Plisch, 239; also Hedrick, 183. 
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112.1 NEXE IC хє оүоє HT CAPZ Tact Erode NTYYXH 112.2 оүое fepyrxu Tacl 
єтоаує NTCAPy 


112.1 Jesus said, ‘Woe to the flesh which depends on the soul. 12.2 Woe to the 
soul which depends on the flesh.’ 


Interpretation 


This saying has a close parallel in GTh 87: ‘Wretched is the body which depends 
on a body, and wretched is the soul which depends on these two.? Despite this 
parallel, the sayings are too different to be synonymous.? The two statements 
here in 112.1 and 112.2 are not each to be understood on their own terms, which 
would make the interpretation of GTh i24 very difficult. Rather they form a 
kind of merismus: the point is that Jesus warns his disciples of too close an 
association between the flesh and the soul; the two spheres should be kept 
apart from one another.* The reason for this is probably the superiority of 
the soul, rather than because both spheres are positive but merely different.5 


There is no specific opposition here to the idea that Jesus came in flesh. On 
the other hand, it is difficult to see here a criticism re 
dependence' which leaves room for a more 
Plutarch may 'advocate an ethos e 
mutual dependence betwee 


stricted to an ‘unhealthy 
constructive kind of dependence: 
mphasizing an intimate interaction and 
n soul and body’, as Uro puts it, but Plutarch is not 
a good parallel to Thomas at this point." Thomas's framing of the 


saying as a 
'double woe' seems too strong to allow for this interpretation. 


1 Bibliography for GTh 112: Uro, Thomas, 58-62; I 


Patterson, ‘Jesus Meets Plato’, 186-190. 
2 There are also close parallels in the M 


acarian corpus, though with almost the opposite 
meaning, namely that soul and body should be interdependent. See e.g. Homilies 9.3.7 and 
the very similar Spiritual Homilies 1, both cited above in the comment on GTh 87. See further 
Introduction, § 4.1. 


Plisch, 241, pushes the two rather too close together in seeing a sexual connotation in 112.2. 
I owe this point to Prof. Francis Watson. Similarly, Grant & Freedman, 196. 

So, rightly, Grosso, 259; contra Valantasis, 193. 

Thus Moreland, 'The Twenty-Four Prophets of Israel’, 85. 

Pace Uro, Thomas, 59-60. 
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Notes 


124 Woe to the flesh which depends on the soul. The meaning is probably 
not specifically to do with crucifixion here.? There may be a hint of it, but 
the language is general and can have other applications. For example, a close 
verbal (though not conceptual) parallel exists in the Valentinian hymn cited by 
Hippolytus (сбрха pèv èx puñs xpepapevyy).? In most systems, this woe would 
onitsown be very strange, as the idea of the flesh depending on the soul would 
bean unobjectionable one. When combined with GTh 112.2, however, the point 
canbe seen to be the perils of soul and flesh becoming too intimately entangled. 
112.2 Woe to the soul which depends on the flesh. This aphorism is much 
more natural on its own than is СТЬ 1124, and could be said to be the main 
force of the saying. ‘Soul’ hanging on ‘flesh’ is contrary to properly conceived 
cosmology and anthropology, and so would mean ethical disaster. According to 
GTh 29.3, it is a present fact that the soul inhabits the poverty of the body and 
the material world, but that soul must nevertheless strive to be independent 
of the flesh. Thomas thus disagrees with the sentiment of Irenaeus: ‘Now since 
man is a living being compounded of soul and flesh, he must needs exist by 
both of these’. For further discussion of the saying, see comment on GTh 87. 


8 Pace DeConick, 294. 
9 Hippolytus, Ref. 6.36.7. 
10 Irenaeus, Dem. 2 (tr. Robinson). 
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п є 
n п 1 2. (nex. 
"T С f ooy u3- 
УЯ H AOHTHC XE TUNTEPO ECHNHY йла) йр 
J HAOHTHC XE THY | 

113.1 пєх XY Nay Nol NEYL i н i — 
1С Xe) єсїннү an р оүсааут” EBON 113.3 EYNAXOOC эм = EICZHHTE + 

HTE Tt AT HMiewDT єспорау EBO; PVUXM NK: 

TUNTEPO нпеют 

н есгннте TH 113.4 343. У ae YO 
PPOue Nay мн єрос 


" p » .2 (Jesus 
113.1 His disciples said to him, ‘When will the kingdom соте! nad deum 
said) ‘Tt will not come by looking for it. 113.3 It will not be a ee, 
it is!’ or “Look! There it is!" 113.4 Rather, the kingdom of the Fath 
out upon the earth, and people do not see it. 


Interpretation 
This dialogue resemble 


The latter also has a qu 
future (‘when will the 


21). 
s GTh 18 and especially GTh 51 {ег also Luke Cra 
estion about an event supposedly in the escha world 
rest for the dead come, and when is the conv iba 
coming?), in response to which Jesus asserts that the Nus tome ме spine. 
disciples inquire is already present (‘that which you.are looking Sr. uestion, 
but you do not know it"). In GTh 113 also, Jesus dismisses the ip A СТЬ 3, 
stating that the kingdom is (as it always has been) aap moans a mikot 
the kingdom is not to be found up above or down below. The king а region: 
purely transcendent but accessible.? Nor is it confined to a ранае ‘spread 
the point of 13.4 is not so much that it is on the earth per se, as that it is ‘sp 


É 5 
‹ ' or 'there 
out’ everywhere rather than in a particular place, as 113.3 (not ‘here 
only) makes clear. 


Bdom was still exp 
- 610/ Lk, 1.2/ Did, 
ingdom is used, strongl 
9-10; 1 Cor, 15-50; Gal. 5. 


ected, as reflected in the widely used Tordi rini 
8.2). Across the NT, the language of — 1Cor. 
y suggesting its future character (Matt. € cud 
21; Eph. 5.5; Col. 1.12; Jas 2.5), and this idiom is p 


6 


eee Ж uage of the 
ы Bibliography for СТЬ 113: Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 14-123; c m. sent з 
Kingdom, 486-494; Hogeterp, "The Gospel of Thomas and the Historica 


d the 
jathercole, ‘“The Heavens an 
Popkes, ‘Von der Eschatologie zur Protologie’, 211-233; Gathercole ae 

Earth will be Rolled up" 280—302, 


2 Zóckler, Jesu Lehren im Thomasevangelium, 119. 
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Up al ; 
Hen, by Ignatius (Eph. 16.1; Philad. 2-3) and Polycarp (Phil. 5.3, citing 1Cor. 
). The same sentiment is present in 1 Clement's language ofthe kingdom's 


M irae (1 Clem. 50.3), and in ‘the kingdom ни come in 2Clement 

Teen Е this backgroun d, the certainty of Thomas's position is striking, 

Weng it too has its source in Jesus’ teaching in Luke 17.20-21 (cf. also Matt. 
- 11.20), a saying already alluded to in GTh 3. 

я ME point which Thomas is making, in addition to the accessibility of 

ies Sie” is the ignorance of people about it- In addition to here and in GTh 

eme is given prominence in GTh 97 and 109.1-2, as a counterpoint to 


Һе ‹ 
knowledge’ essential in the book. 


Notes 


03.1 His disci , 

aset sf. disciples said to him, ‘When will the kingdom come?’ This is part of 

een a. questions which the disciples pose to Jesus. Some others are also 
ed with eschatology (cf. GTh 18; 51), as well as with other themes (the 


identi ee 
ty of Jesus in GTh 43, circumcision in GTh53). Such questions are oppor- 
This instance is concerned with the 


tuniti 
les for Jesus to correct existing views. 
lity. On the kingdom in 


disci ; 
fon M idea that the kingdom is a future rea 
а ее Introduction, 810.1 above. 
T sapi aequ i. As all editors note, it is essential to take the rest of this 
change ai — Jesus, despite the absence of any explicit indication ofa 
ieee ч abs the Coptic. Cf. the similar omission in e.g. СТЬ 614-5. 
E cS Ка by looking for it. Cf. Lk. 17.20 ('the kingdom of God 
quite identical, invol observation’, pete napatypyoews); Thomas's Coptic is not 
for’ captures isses ving probably also the notion of ‘waiting. The English ‘look 
(look for, especi Шу. = гоме чі ego, because both can either mean ‘wait =i 
emphasis — ook out -— ier English, as e.g. in the KJV) or—with amore visual 
uu e said, “Look! Here it is!" or “Look! There 
also Gos. Mary 8,1 кше the popularity of Luke 17.21 with th 
or “Look, th елат: Beware that по one lead you astray saying, "Look, 
, there.” For the Son of Man is within you. 


itis!” Cf. Lk 17.21. 
e Naassenes.* Cf. 
here’, 


3 Visuality i 
ity is not ne i 
ty cessarily a less common element in Ga@ayT Bod: see Crum, 838ab, who 


gives Greek parallels wi 
th pdw, éneiBov, парожолто), i (a; cf. 
det aede ee pe рахотто), BAe, and the substantive схотіо; 
4 Grant & Freedman, “© 
‚196, citi i 
and 5.8.8. 196, citing Hippolytus, Ref. 5.7.20 (the reference to the Gospel of 


Thomas) 
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113.4 Rather, the kingdom of the Father is spread out upon the earth, and 
people do not see it. Valantasis notes that the world and the kingdom are thus 
not separate or antagonistic.? It is notable that Thomas uses the term 'earth' 
(xag) here, rather than ‘world’. The reference here is thus not to the world qua 
material realm, but to the world qua accessible ѕрасе, The very close parallel 
in the Macarian corpus may give a clue to the Greek Vorlage of 113.4: @с pyow ó 
xóptoc- ў Вас іо tod бой yao YA cat xai oi ЖУёрштто‹ оох éuBAmovaelv av, 
with Thomas (at least in the Coptic) having ‘Father’ instead of ‘God’ (on this 
difference, see comment on GTh 27 above). 


5 Valantasis, 193. 

6 Unlikely here is a reference to something like the ‘sign of extension’ (cf. Did. 16.6), which by 
contrast is something clearly visible; cf. Justin, Dial. go.4. 

7 Ps-Macarius, Hom. 35.1.5. See further discussion in Introduction, $ 4.1, above. 
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114.1 п c i m = ы 
EXE маң пєтрос Nay хє MAPE MAPIZau El 6BOX NEHTN XE NCZIONE 
> -FNACMKE HMOC XEKAAC EEI- 


Anga an A 
бапан 2 
KD? 114.2 nexe TC xe cice HHTE ANOK 
єчеме HUMTN ÑgooyT 


ts tee sangane rr ee 
: ECNAAC ñpooyT cta BOOK. єёоүн єтмнтеро nire 

че ы е to them, 'Let Mary come out from us, because women 

insu: ы : i ^ 114.2 Jesus said, ‘Behold, I will draw herso thatImight 

ips fos н к she also might be a living spirit resembling you males. 
2 nan who makes herself male will enter the kingdom of 


heaven.’ 


Textual Comment 
xception of GTh 1, isa 


Dayj 
es clai : T ; 

ims that this saying, with the additional e 
(i) the peculiarity ofa 


lat 
er ac. - 
cret ` ; s 
ion, on the basis of five alleged anomalies:? 


Ba mmm 

1 Bibli - 
exe, Mc id чек Kl I. Rengstorf "Urchristliches Kerygma ur 
ticismo, Colloquio di шш, Гһотавеуапдейїштя, in U. Bianchi, ed. Le Origini dello Gnos- 
Interpretation of вело 13-18 Aprile 1966 (Leiden: Brill, 1967), 563-574 JJ- Buckley, ‘An 
па in The Gospel of Thomas, NovT 27 (1985), 245-272: M.W. Meyer 
(1985), 554—570, reprinted in 5, the Gospel of Thomas, NTS 3! 
(Harrisburg, PA: coe in Secret Gospels: Essays on Thomas and the Secret Gospel of Mark 
Will Make Mary Male": Pss 2003), 76-95; Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 138-143; È Castelli, “1 
in Late Antiquity’, in J С ө of the Body and Gender Transformation of Christian Women 
Epstein & K. Straub, eds. Body Guards: the Cultural Politics of Gender 
**To Make her Male": An Interpretation 
Patristica 24 (Lou- 


nd “gnostische” Interpre- 


‘Makin 
Mary Male: The © 
8 ry Male: The Categories "Male" and *Female" in 


Атыс, 
of eed m ons Routledge, 1991), 29-49; S. Arai, 
vain: нан i i = Thomasi in E.A. Livingstone, ed. Studia 
36 (1994), A K. A Schüngel, ‘Ein Vorschlag, EvTho 114 neu zu übersetzen NovT 
K.E. Borresen, ed. Image - RS Becoming Male”: A Gnostic and Early Christian Metaphor, in 
lis: Foriras 18957. кы, ңа Gender Models in Judaeo-Christian Tradition (Міппеаро- 
SFWA AET aen абакан, "Women Disciples, 94-106; Petersen, Zerstort die Werke 
E бнеай frei W. meyen ‘Gospel of Thomas Saying n4 Revisited’, in idem, Secret 
aaea ва апа the Secret Gospel of Mark (Harrisburg, РА: Continuum, 2003), 
Ше aui in nie de Jésus dans l' Évangile de Thomas: le logion ug, 
i üngel, ‘Zur Neuübersetzung des Thomasevangeliums, 275-291: 


Apocrypha 
Gagné, 


А усен" identité et androgynéité, 135—139 
avies, Gospel of Thom o adn 
: » 2as and Christi j T ы 
Disciples’, 103-104. nd Christian Wisdom, 175; so also, cautiously, M. 


arjanen, ‘Women 
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saying opening with one disciple addressing the other disciples; (ii) the idea 
of Jesus ‘guiding’; (iii) the form of the phrase ‘kingdom of heaven’, as opposed 
to the form 'kingdom of the Father' elsewhere in this section of Thomas (GTh 
96-99, 113); (iv) the idea of someone ‘becoming a living spirit’, and (v) the 
contradiction with GTh 22, where male and female are relativised. In response 
to these observations the following points might be made. 


(i) There is no consistent pattern to the introductions of sayings. Many begin 
Jesus said’; others begin with statements or questions from the disciples, 
others are initiated by those outside the college of disciples, and others 
have no introduction at all. There are various unique occurrences: only in 
GTh 21 does a single disciple address Jesus; in GTh 72 an unnamed 'man' 
addresses Jesus; in GTh 79 a woman from a crowd speaks; only GTh 100 
begins with an action rather than a statement; only GTh 91 begins, ‘They 
said to him’; only GTh 14 begins, ‘Jesus said to them’, and so on. 

(ii) The peculiarity of Jesus 'guiding' is unremarkable. There are not many 
actions attributed to Jesus in Thomas (apart from speaking), and most 
of them Jesus only does once ('guarding' in GTh 10; ‘giving’ in GTh 17; 
‘choosing’ in GTh 23, etc.). 

(iii) This point relies entirely on Davies' peculiar structuring of Thomas, which 
has as far as 1 am aware has not been accepted by other scholars. See the 
discussion in the Introduction, $8 ("The Structure of Thomas’) above. 

(iv) The absence of any other reference to a ‘living spirit’ is unremarkable. 
Again, there are a number of phrases which only appear once in Thomas, 
and references to the ‘living one’ or the epithet ‘living’ (8x outside GTh 
114) and the noun ‘spirit’ (5x outside GTh 114) are remarkably frequent 
given Thomas's brevity, and so to find them in combination is not surpris- 
ing. 

(v) GTh 22 and 114 may be contradictory, but that depends upon what is 


meant by ‘male’ and ‘female’ in each case. See further the discussion 
below. 


Davies concedes that taken alone, 'any one of these discrepancies could be 
overlooked’, contending that it is their cumulative force which is significant3 
It is apparent, however, that only the last could conceivably be regarded as 
a discrepancy, and its significance for a theory of GTh 114 as a later addition 
would then depend on (a) whether the contradiction was real, and (b) ifit were, 


3 Davies, Gospel of Thomas and Christian Wisdom, 175. 
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whether that would necessitate a theory of a later gloss.* One might also note 
the point of Janssens, that it is curious that by comparison with Thomas, the 
Gospel of Mary ‘se termine sur une note analogue’.5 


Interpretation 


Some scholars have speculated about why Thomas should end here, though 
the question is not easily answered. Janssens’ observation, just noted, about 
the similar ending of the Gospel of Mary, is important to bear in mind. 

The principal question in the interpretation of this saying concerns the 
meaning of ‘making Mary male"? At the outset, however, two other approaches 
tothis saying will be dealt with, namely the arguments (1) that the statement of 
Jesus is ironic, and (2) that the salvation of a woman is construed as a two-stage 
process. 


(1) First, it has been argued in different ways by Brankaer and Schüngel that 
Jesus’ remark in 114.2 (‘so that I may make her male’) is in fact ironic. Brankaer 
considers Jesus to be sarcastically mocking Peter (who has obviously not under- 
stood GTh 22) with a response whose central point is Jesus' action of ‘drawing’ 
Mary to be a living spirit. ‘L’ expression “comme vous, males” est adressée aux 
disciples et a sans doute une connotation ironique: Brankaer argues that the 
disciples have, so far in Thomas, shown themselves very much not to be ‘liv- 
ing spirits. She argues more tentatively that reference to the 'kingdom of the 
heavens’ may also be a negative one in view of the destruction of the heavens 
according to СТЬ 111 and the negative comment upon locating the kingdom 
in heaven in GTh 3.? The saying is to be read on two levels, the surface level 


4 Fora different line of opposition to Davies, see Brankaer, 'L'ironie, 151, arguing that GTh 14 


draws a number of Thomasine strands together in conclusion. 

Janssens, ‘L’ Évangile selon Thomas’, 324. 

6 See the suggestions of Grant & Freedman, 198, and Plisch, 244. Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 132, 
calls GTh 114 an ‘epilogue’. 

т For а marvellously detailed survey of additional scholarly interpretations of this saying, 
see Buckley, ‘An Interpretation of Logion 114, 247-250. Meyer, ‘Gospel of Thomas Saying 
114 Revisited, 99-100, is cautious about whether there may be a definitive interpretation 


an 


discoverable at all. 
Brankaer, ‘L’ironie’, 160. 
Brankaer, 'L' ironie' 160—161. 
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according to which Jesus adopts Peter's own perspective,!@ and the level which 
focuses on Jesus’ recreation of Mary as a living spirit. In response to Brankaer's 
case, two points can be made. On the less important point about the kingdom 
of ‘heaven’, it can be observed that ‘kingdom of heaven’ is used elsewhere pos- 
itively, and even by Jesus himself (GTh 54: ef. GTh 20), Furthermore, although 
this is not always the case, the disciples can be treated by Jesus in Thomas very 
positively, and as in possession of salvation (e.g. СТЬ 49-50). The main un 
ficulty with Brankaer's interpretation is the chopping and changing in Jesus 
reply to Peter. On her view one must suppose the following alternation between 
Jesus’ ‘serious’ voice (in bold type) and his mocking voice (in italics): 


(114.2) Jesus said, ‘Behold, I will draw her so that I might make her male, 
so that she also might be a living spirit resembling you males. (114.3) 
For every woman who makes herself male will enter the kingdom of 
heaven. 


The principal problem lies in particular in taking the suggestion about Mary 
becoming male in 114.2 sarcastically (‘si Jésus dit qu'il va faire Marie comme 
eux, hommes, il se moque peut-étre de ses disciples!) and the similar state- 
ment in 114.3 straightforwardly (1'ассёв au Royaume est promis par Jésus aux 
femmes qui se font máles, et non aux disciples’). Overall, then, this approach 
probably cannot be accepted. 

Moving to Schüngel's rather different case for an ironic reading, 114.2is made 
into a question, mocking Peter: ‘Jesus sagte: Seht doch hin! Soll ich, ausgerech- 
net ich sie so traktieren, dass ich sie männlich mache?’ In response it can be 
stated that саж need not be rendered in the negative sense of drag ‘ohne, ja 
gegen Wunsch und Willen’ [t can, like the Greek Axw/ Әосдо, be used in the 
Sense of a saviour ‘drawing’ people to salvation (see note on 114.2 below). One 
might add that turning a sentence gratuitously into a question does look rather 
like a counsel of despair. Other criticisms have also been made by others. 


10 — Ananalogy has been drawn by Brankaer to СТЬ 12, where Jesus might be said to adopt the 
limited, intra-cosmic perspective of the disciples, even though the fate of the cosmos has 
been set out in GTh ui. 

11 Brankaer, ‘Lironie’, 160. 

12 Brankaer, Lironie’ 161-162. 

13 — Schüngel, Ein Vorschlag, 290. 

14 — Schüngel, Ein Vorschlag, 289. 

15 Brankaer, ''ironie, 149-150 n. 2, comments on the improbability of the syntax proposed 
by Schüngel; various aspects of his hypothesis are also criticised effectively in Marjanen, 
"Women Disciples’, 97-98. 
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(2) It might be asked whether the superior male position is an ultimate one, that 
is, whether the two final clauses (‘so that! might make her male, so that she also 
Might be a living spirit resembling you males’) are sequential or synonymous. 
The majority view has been that the disciples as males are in the ultimate 
Position of being ‘living spirits’ to which Mary is to be conformed. Buckley, 
however, has argued that Jesus making Mary male is only a step on the way 


to her salvation. The complete ordo salutis is ‘female + male = "living spirit"! 
hich is ambiguous, the difficulty lies in 114.3, 


king herself male is the sufficient condition 
lose, as we shall see. 


While this might work for 114.2, W 
ie Jesus implies that Mary ma 
9r her entry into the kingdom." This is very с 


stion, the character of the *maleness' 


(3) We can move to address the main que 
ariously understood. 


and Mary's transformation.!8 This has been у 


(i) Some have seen here the idea that men and women alike are transformed 
into Osiris, though this is too indebted to an (uncertain) Egyptian prove- 
nance for Thomas in general, or this sayingin particular (see Introduction, 
$6: ‘The Provenance of Thomas, above).'? 

(i) Some have argued that the maleness is a kind of embodied masculine 
identity, where women perhaps renounce female appearance (by €8 
cutting hair and wearing men’s clothes) but especially abandon the tra- 
ditional female role of maternity: the saying thus enjoins sexual asceti- 
cism.2° 

(iii) A related, and overlapping, ascetica 
whereby the ‘becoming male’ is about the re-entry of the woman, 
into Adam to produce an androgyne”! A version of this is probably the 
majority view, where there is ‘gender-neutrality’: for Valantasis, males also 


l interpretation is that of DeConick, 
Eve, 


i 

16 — Buckley, ‘An Interpretation of Logion 1145 246. 

17 Buckley glosses over this point, remarking that Mary must return to the s 
Gen. 2.7 via the male element (‘An Interpretation of Logion 14, 247). 

18 Marjanen, ‘Women Disciples’, 99-101, provides a helpful taxonomy of some of the vi 


piritual state of 


ews 


here, rightly noting that they are not all mutually exclusive. 

19 — Rengstorf, 'Urchristliches Kerygma und “gnostische” Interpretation, 5 
Evangelium nach Thomas, 76—77. 

20 Suggested by Patterson, Gospel of Thomas and Jesus, 155, focusing especially on th 
(citing examples of the other phenomena provided by Castelli). 

21 DeConick, Seek to See Him, 18; DeConick, 297, also assumes that (ii) is correct; view (ii) is 


70; cf. also Leipoldt, 


e latter 


not mutually exclusive of other views. 
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(iv) 


(v) 
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need to become female, ‘and both into a single one*?? For Hedrick, women 
can also ‘become male-female'?? 

Another possibility is the abolition of sexual differentiation, though in a 
male direction,”4 і.е. ‘male androgyny’, by comparison with the more pure 
androgyny in view (111).25 Gagné rightly emphasises the point that Mary 
must return to a state of being like 'le premier Aomme androgyne (Gn 
2,22)'26 Petersen's view lies somewhere between (iii) and (iv), emphasis- 
ing that GTh 114 is to be read against the backdrop of the sublimation of 
worldly distinctions in GTh 22 but emphasises the maleness of the gender 
neutrality as well.?7 

Finally, there is the view of a reversal, of an extreme transformation out 
of femaleness into maleness (thus without the more ‘egalitarian’ sense 
of androgyny). Nash’s feminist interpretation of Thomas takes this view, 
and sees Thomas as thereby reprehensible, reflecting ‘a harsh and violent 


process for women, amounting to psychic rape, a lobotomy of the female 
self’.28 


How then should this reference be taken? Given the difficulty of the dialogue, 
it is easier to criticise the views of others than to come up with a constructive 
alternative. One path to avoid is to take a rather dewy-eyed view of Thomas 
which attempts to rescue GTh 114 from any suspicion of unfashionable ‘sexism. 
As Marjanen rightly notes: ‘in logion 114 salvation is defined by employing the 
patriarchal language patterns of the contemporary culture. It is important to 


realize that it is not only Simon Peter’s statement which displays this attitude 
but also Jesus’ response.2? 


22 
23 
24 
25 


26 


27 
28 


29 


Valantasis, 195. 
Hedrick, 186. 
Grant & Freedman, 198. 


The phrase 'male androgyny' comes from D. Wallace, 'Androgyny as Salvation in Early 
Christianity' (PhD Dissertation, Claremont Graduate University, 2000), 103-141, 241-243 
(non vidi), cited in Meyer, ‘Saying 114 Revisited’, 103. This seems to be the view that 
DeConick ascribes to Peter in GTh 114, 


and which is therefore opposed on her view 
(DeConick, 297). 


Gagné, ‘Connaissance, identité et androgynéité’, 139 (emphasis original). 

Petersen, Zerstórt die Werke der Weiblichkeit, 175—177. 

Nash, "The Language of Mother Work’, 175; cf. King's slightly more muted point: "The 
statement at some level operates only on the basis of an unremitting patriarchalism" 
(Kingdom; 66). 

Marjanen, ‘Women Disciples’, 102. 
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The clear points in the saying are as follows. (1) The disciples are in a 
privileged position as living spirits (cf. СТЬ 49-50). (2) This is related, rather 
than unconnected, to their maleness. (3) This maleness relates in part to being 
male in a literal sense (drawing attention to what were thought to be spiritual 
qualities of men, rather than focusing on physical characteristics): otherwise 
the specific reference to women in 114.3, and the contrast between Mary and 
the male disciples, would be meaningless.3? (4) This maleness does not consist 
merely in their position qua men but rather also in the disciples' elect status, or 
knowledge, or some other soteriological blessing (otherwise all men qua men 
would be saved). The best way to construe Jesus’ statements in GTh 114.2-3 is as 
follows: the disciples are male both naturally (in that men are deemed to possess 
spiritual strength), and by virtue of being living spirits; Mary must also attain to 
maleness (in both these senses) in order to reach perfection—she must make up 
for her deficient female gender, and attain the knowledge and status which men 
also require. As a result, view ‘iv’ above, that of ‘male androgyny’ as expressed 
by Gagné, is nearest the mark; the position taken here is also very similar to 
view (2), that of Buckley, though not regarding the two elements of maleness 
as attained sequentially by Mary. (The process can be construed either as Jesus’ 
action or Mary’s action: the question of agency is nota matter of concern for the 
author?!) The disciples’ maleness consists in their being both men and living 
spirits. Mary becoming male results in her becoming a living spirit like the men, 
and being able to enter the kingdom. The strong suggestion of the saying is 
that the male disciples occupy a spiritual position above that of Mary. This is 
quite in keeping with a number of philosophical traditions according to which 
women are characterised by deficiency: most famously, Aristotle, but also those 
closer to Thomas such as Philo?? and the Valentinian Theodotus.?? According to 


30 СЕ the view of purely symbolic maleness. See Meyer, ‘Male and Female’, 567, where 
Mary shares in symbolic ‘femaleness’ just as all human beings do; cf. also his ‘Saying 14 
Revisited’, 103-104. : 

31  Marjanen, ‘Women Disciples’, 98-99: ‘perhaps the disagreement between “Jesus making 
Mary male" and *every woman making herself male" is not so great after all? 

32 Fug. 51: del үйр mpovoplav тоо &ppevos EXovtOS évBet хой boteplZet тд Өйдө; Quaest. Exod. 170: 
éyetat Отд Puaixdy &уёрфу oddev Etepov elvan Өйлә Y) &тєАёс dippev. Fora helpful discussion, 
see Meyer, ‘Male and Female’, 563-564. 

33 See references below. Williams comments: ‘it would seem that subordination, weak- 
ness, dependency, imperfection, and so forth, still belong among the connotations that 
Theodotus attaches to the social position of women. M.A. Williams, ‘Variety in Gnostic 
Perspectives on Gender’, in K.L. King, ed. Images of the Feminine in Gnosticism (Harrisburg, 


PA: Trinity Press International, 2000), 2—22 (15). 
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the Gnostic Zostrianus, femininity is ‘madness and bondage’, and masculinity 
‘salvation’ (Zost. 131,5-8). 

The question then arises of the compatibility of this saying with GTh 22.5 
(‘in order that you make the male and the female one and the same, so that 
the male be not male nor the female female’), where there is apparently a 


more ‘pure’ androgyny (cf. view above). In the first place, one can note 
that other texts are able to combine the two perspectives. The Tripartite Trac- 
tate, for example, can contrast being ‘weak like a female nature which has 
abandoned its virility’ (Tri. Tract. 78,10-13) and '... forms of maleness, since 
they are not from the illness which is femaleness ...' (Tri. Trac. 94,16-18), on 
the one hand, with an eschatological androgyny in the purer form: ‘For the 
end will receive a unitary c 


istence just as the beginning, when there is no 
male nor female, nor slave and free ...' (Tri. Trac. 132,20-25). Similarly, for 
Theodotus, Adam contained both male and female (apud Clement, Exe. 21.3); 
people as children of the female are formless matter until they receive from 
the husband and become children of that husband (Exe. 68); similarly the 
seed, which having been unformed is ‘changed into a man and becomes a son 
of the bridegroom ... having been made masculine’ (Exc. 79).34 As a result, 
composed of female matter and male form, they become male. The peculiar 
mathematics is: female + male = male. Or, to put it another way that may be 
closer to Thomas (with Clement, Strom. 6.12.100.3), neither male nor female = 
Male.?5 

Secondly, the tension could simply reflect a tension in the original Gen- 
esis narrative, on a particular reading of Genesis 2. In the second creation 
account in Genesis 2.4—20, the human being was male, yet contained within 
himself femaleness, which in 2.21 was then drawn out of him, so that there 
then existed distinct humans, a male and a female. The saved state, then, may 
well reflect the Urzeit of Gen. 2.4-20 when male and fe 
the same (as in GTh 22), and exist as a male 
114). 


male are both one and 
androgyne, Adam (as here in 


Notes 


114.1 Simon Peter said to them, ‘Let Mary come out from us, because women 
are not worthy of life? Gartner and Petersen note parallels to Peter's antag- 


34 Cf. ina slightly different vein, Exc. 21. 
35 Thus Petersen, Zerstórt die Werke der Weiblichkeit, 176-177. 
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onism to Mary as a woman in the Gospel of Mary and the Pistis Sophia.96 
These parallels also confirm that the Mary in question is the Magdalene (on 
Mary, see note on 21.1 above ).?? It is, however, perhaps an interesting reflection 
of Thomas's environment that ‘Mary’, the commonest Jewish female пате in 
Palestine in antiquity, is not disambiguated here (cf. GTh 21, although here in 
СТЬ 14 it would be more awkward because it occurs in direct speech). Simon 
Peter's remark does not introduce the topic of female leadership roles, but 
rather that of belonging in the kingdom. If one can ‘mirror-read’ this dialogue, 
Pokorny would be correct in noting that the issue is the justification of women's 
presence in the community.?? 

114.2 Behold, I will draw her. Cf. Jn 6.44, and in particular Jn 12.32: T will draw 
all people (л&утос EAxdow/ ixcex oyon nm) to myself’ (12.32). A later instance 
refers to how Ezekiel ‘draws’ (sax) people to contemplation.*9 

114.2 So that I might make her male. Here Jesus is the agent of transfor- 
mation (cf. 114.3: ‘every woman who makes herself male’). Note the comments 
above about the transformation into a male androgyne. Cf. 1 Apoc. Jas. 4115—19: 
‘The perishable has gone up to the imperishable and the female element has 
attained to this male element.’ 

114.2 So that she also might be a living spirit resembling you males. Valan- 
tasis notes the interesting point that Jesus says ‘you males; not ‘us males'*! 
He perhaps transcends the male/ female divide altogether. It is possible that 
йгооүт is a further qualification of nux, ‘that she too may become a living male 
spirit, being similar to you’, to emphasise the non-biological nature of the male- 
ness and femaleness.*? Two points speak in favour of the more conventional 
translation (e.g. that of Lambdin: 'so that she too may become a living spirit 
resembling you males’). First, the word order suggests that it is better to take 
fieooyr as qualifying the more proximate &ma»rü. Secondly, there is а certain 
tautology in a translation along the lines of‘... so that I might make her male, 


36 бов. Mary 1718-22; PS 36 and 146, noted in Gartner, Theology, 253; cf. also Gos. Phil. 641—3. 
For full discussion, see Petersen, Zerstórt die Werke der Weiblichkeit, 163-188. 

37  Itisjust possible, but very unlikely, that another Mary is meant (Plisch, 247 n. 3).J- Lagrand, 
‘How was the Virgin Mary “Like a Man"? A Note on Matthew I 18b and related Syriac 
Christian texts, NovT 22 (1980), 97-107 (107), is wrong to insist that the Mary is the mother 
of Jesus. 

38 Contra Plisch, 244. 

39 Pokorny, 155. 

40 Acrostic Hymns 1.14. 

41 Valantasis, 195. 

42  Plisch, 247 n. 4; Pokorny, 155-156. 
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so that she also might Бе a living male spirit .... Even on the other translation, 
however, Jesus states that he will elevate Mary to the status of the male disci- 
ples. 

114.3 For every woman who makes herself male will enter the kingdom of 
heaven. Plisch takes xe here not causally (‘For ...') but ‘als xe neue recitativum’ 
(i.e. a second ‘so that ...") on the grounds that the logical flow from 142-3 is 
problematic;** but the tension of who the agent of transformation is remains 
even on this view. On the kingdom in Thomas, see Introduction, $101 above. 
There may be a catchword link with the two references to ‘kingdom’ in GTh 113. 


SS 


43 Plisch, ‘Probleme’, 528. 
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The Gospel according to Thomas 


Textual Comment 


The originality of this title to the work аза whole a epen heli 
are no real grounds for doubting it, however. (i) ihe attribution i are 
attested in the main body of the work, in the incipit, where Vie cy gi» F 
as the scribe already in P. Oxy. IV 654- (ii) The work is already calle pies 
according to Thomas in the early-third century by (йир M 2308 
familiar with its content. (iii) Shortly after the Elenchus, Origen in ders 
Ог 240s refers to a Gospel according to Thomas, and he is also—indepen 


М pc 
of Hippolytus—familiar with its content. 


Interpretation 


This title clearly locates Thomas among existing Gospels; in addition : ces 
thew, Mark, Luke and John, it is possible that the Gospel of. Mary an wee 
other Gospels had also already been written. Named Gospels ie pcc n 
contemporaneously with Thomas probably include the Gospel af Judas ^ 
Gospel of Truth,5 and the Gospel of Peter, and perhaps a little later, the Gosp 
of Philip, 


a є аз: АП 
1 Bibliography for Subscriptio: S.J. Gathercole, ‘Named Testimonia to the Gospel ofThom 
Expanded Inventory and Analysis, HTR 104 (2012), 53-89. 
а $ А ё T borg, et 
2 For the view that the title is secondary, see e.g. J.M. Robinson, ‘Foreword; in Rn urit 
al., eds. Q-Thomas Reader, vii-x (viii). For questioning of this certainty, see Polen oem 
selon Thomas (NH П,2; P. Oxy. 1, 654, 655), Témoin de la théologie chrétienne primitive’) 
3 Кеј 5.7.20, where he cites something like СТЬ 4- 
4 Р — as, see 
4 See Homiliae in Lucam 1 for reference to the title, and on Origen's knowledge of Thom 
further Introduction, 8 3.2 and $ 4.1, above. : 
5 Thatthere were works circulating in the mid-second century under these ti ius 
Irenaeus (AH 1.311-2 and 3.11.9 respectively), whether or not the titles correspond to wha 
know as the gospels of Judas and Truth. 
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Notes 


The Gospel. The term (often in the plural) was used in Greek for ‘good news’ 
in a more general sense, as in the widely cited Priene Calendar inscription.S 
The verb evayyeAtG@ (esp. in the middle) and the feminine noun evayyeAla were 
used in the Septuagint, after which evayyeAtcy was frequently used in the NT 
to refer to the preached message of the good news. Then the term came to 
refer to a larger oral body of teaching about Jesus, and then a written body of 
material, perhaps under the influence of Mark 1.1. There is plenty of evidence 
that eberyyédtov was used in the first half of the second century to refer to a 
book,’ in the Didache (e.g. 15.3-4), Marcion,” and perhaps 2 Clement (8.5). Justin 
in the 150s refers to the memoirs of the apostles 3 xaAgitat ebayyéAte (1 Ap. 66.3; 
cf. Dial. 2.10), which suggests a conventional usage.” 

According to Thomas. This 


ummarises the relation of Thomas to the Gos- 
pel noted in the Prologue: he is scribe, but not author or owner—it is not ‘of 
Thomas. Gospels could be followed by a genitive, as in the Gospel of Truth (i.e. 
the 'truthful Gospel, or the Gospel which contains the truth) and the Gospel of 
Judas (the Gospel in which Judas is a protagonist, but in no sense an author). 
The preposition kara also appears in the titles in Coptic NT manuscripts.? On 
Thomas, see further comment on the Prologue above. 


6 See C.A. Evans, 'Mark's Incipit and the Priene Calendar Inscription: From Jewish Gospel 
to Greco-Roman Gospel’, Journal of Greco-Roman Christianity and Judaism 1 (2000), 67-81. 

7 ЈА. Kelhoffer, “How Soon a Book" Revisited: EUATTEAION as a Reference to “Gospel” 
Materials in the First Half of the Second Century’, ZNW 95 (2004), 1-34. 
Kelhoffer, ‘How Soon a Book Revisited’, 3-4. 

9 Kelhoffer, ‘How Soon a Book Revisited" 

10 


SJ. Gathercole, ‘The Titles of the Gospels in the Earliest New Testament Manuscripts, ZNW 
104 (2013), 33-76. 
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10.2 210, 256 
Ignatius 


To Polycarp 


22 372 
7.2 526 
Ba 526 


To the Ephesians 


244 16 310 
34 263 
ga 390 
16.1 146, 605 
20.2 196 


To the Magnesians 


n2 157 
91 328 
10.2 547 
131 390 


To the Philadelphians 


23 146, 605 


To the Smyrnaeans 


4.2 506, 507 
6.2 268 
Fa 268 
To the Trallians 
па 374 
Martyrdom of Polycarp 
2.3 283 
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269, 327 


5 Patristic & Medieval Writings 


Abercius 
Epitaph 13-14 234, 236 
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6.12.100.3 614 

7-7-41 269 
Eclogae Propheticae 

14.1 64, 327 
Excerpta Theodoti 

1 298, 319 

11.3 547 

21 614 

213 614 

364 94. 446 

524 354 

534 431 

68 614 

78.2 153, 212 

79 614 

86 561 
Hypotyposeis 254 
Paedagogus 
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Preface 52 
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Victorinus 
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On the Migration of Abraham 
69 581 
On the Posterity of Cain 
6 
On the Special Laws 
18-10 422 


1294-295 333 
1331-332 581 


3.180 157 
3194 319 
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17.3 199 


PSEUDEPIGRAPHA 


2Baruch 
15.7 255 
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Midrash Numbers 
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Pesikta Rabbati 

21.6 581 


INDEX 


LOCORUM 


INDEX LOCORUM 


8 Christian Apocrypha 


Acts of John 105, 469 


39 79 
98 368 
Acts of Peter 
9 77.79. BOR 
38 308 
39 8S 
Acts of Philip 
140 77. T0. 308 
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Gospel of the Egyptians 


Gospel of the Hebrews 
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